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The contact of organ und object, which is the cause of 
Perception, is of six kinds:-1 Conjunction, 2 Intimate union 
with the conjoint, 3 Intimate union with the intimately united with 
 .the conjoint, 4 In'imate union, 5 Intimate union with tie intimate- 
dy united, and 6 Connection of the attribute with the subject. 
- Conjunction is the contact producing perception of the jar by the 
eye. Intimate union with the conjoint is the contact produc:ng the 
perc-ption of the cclour of a jar, asthe colour is intimately 
united with the jar which ts conjoint wtih the eye. Intimate union 
with the intimately untted is the contact in perceiving 
the genus of cclour, as colour is intimately united with the 
jar conjoint with eye, and the genus of colour is intimately 
united therewith. Intimate union ts the contact in the perception 
of word by the organ of hearing, as the crgan of hearing is the 
ether in the cavity of the ear, (since) word is ths quality of ether 
-and the quality and the qualified are intimately united. Intimate 
umon with the entimately united is the contact in cognzing 
the genus word, us the genus is ntimalely uniled with word which 
„45 inlimatety united. with (organ of) hearing. The connection of the 
attribute and subject is the contact in the perception of 
negation, as the negation ¢f a jar is an attribute of a place in 
contact with the eye wherever a place is devoid of a jar. The 
knowledge thus produced srom the sixfold contact 1s Percept. 
lis peculiar cause is the organ. Hence orga ts perception. 


1. Having defined seat as the product of the contact of 
the organs of sense with their appropriate 
The six contacts. objects, the author now enumerates and 
illustrates the six varieties of this contact» 
that is, six ways in which the different organs may come in 
contact with their objects. Three of these contacts are 
| primary, viz. संयोग, समवाय and विरोषणविशोष्यता, and the other 
‘three are combinations of the two former, viz, संयुक्तसमवाय, 
वाय, and सम्बवेतसमवाय. The organ of sight be- 
ing a द्रव्य comes in actual contact with a substance like a 
Jar when it sees it; and so the संनिकषं is संयोग, the ordinary 
conjunction. The eye perceives also the colour of घट, 





„1 T. B. Bom. ed. P. 27. 
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colour is the special quality of light of which. the eye is. 
formed, but the organ, being a द्रव्य, cannot have direct conjun- 
ction with the quality of another substance; and hence the 
contact of the eye with घटरूप 15 संयुक्तसमवाय, intimate umon । 
with the conjoined, the रूप being intimately united with th 

az which is conjoined with the organ. The जाति on घटरूप ` 
is also perceived by the organ of sight, because thi 

Naiydyikas have laid down a maxim, येनेन्द्रियिण यद्रगृद्यते तेने- 
Gein तद्रतं सामाम्यं तत्समवायस्तदभावश्च wera,’ ‘the organ which 
apprehends a thing also apprehends the जाति and समवाय 
that thing as well as its negation.’ घटरूपत्व is therefore per-- 
ceived by the eye by means of the contact संयुक्तसमव्रेतसमवायः 
intimate union with a thing (weed) which is intimately 
united with a substance ( घट ) that 18 in conjunction with 
the organ. The fourth contact is simple intimate union, as 
that of stra, organ of hearing, which, being आकाडस्वरूप, 

intimately united with its product the sound. The diffe 
ence between श्रोत्र and other organs is that, while the 1 
are products ( विकार ) of their corresponding elements, su 
as the eye of light, the nose of earth and the taste of wai 
the श्रोत्र 15 the all-pervading ether itself in its elemen 
form, defined and conditioned by the cavity of the ear. 
Sound therefore as a product of the ether has direct intimate 
union with sit, while other qualities are not so dire 
brought into contact with their corresponding organs. 
being apprehended by समवाय, its जाति शाब्दत्व is obviously 
prehended by समवेतसमवाय, intimate union with a th 
( sz ) intimately united with the organ.) The last afer 
will be noticed further on. 


In the case of other organs also the same contacts will be 
found efficient. The only organ besides the eye which, ace 
cording to some, apprehends substances and therefore has- ; 
conjunction with them is the organ of touch. The three 
external organs, घ्राण, रसन and 21a, apprehend qualities only; 
and the kind of contact operating in the case of each 0 
apprehended by these senses can be easily determined. 





1... Bom. ed. ए. 10. 
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-9, The subject is involved in some intricacy owing to the- 
difference that exists inthe perceptive caps- 
What things are |. 

perceived and how city of the various organs. Some organs are 
said to perceive substances and qualities, 

while others perceive qualities only. Hence we must distin- 
guish between the perception of substances and the percep- 
tion of qualities, actions and generalities, खण कर्म and सामान्य 
are, according to all, perceived by their respective organs 
and by means of appropriate contacts. Perception of these 
therefore is divided into six kinds according to the six 
organs of sense namely घ्ाणज, Waa, AI, स्पाशंन, भ्रोियः 

and मानस, whiie the things perceived are respectively the - 
qualities, odour, savour, colour, touch, sound, pleasure, and 
pain, as well as their generalities and negations.' Substan- 

ces, however, are held to be perceivable by two senses only,. 
the sight and the touch, the remaining four organs being 
capable of perceiving qualities only. Asto the perception 
of substances by sight there is not and cannot be any doubt, 
but there is a difference of opinion as to whether the organ 
of touch is capable of perceiving a substance. The ancient 
Naiyiyikas’ answer is in the negative, asserting that SATeT 
: is a necessary condition for every external 

by perception of a substance, while the- 
moderns answer in the affirmative saying 
that उद्धतस्पर्ं can be also efficient for external perception. 
The controversy has been already explained in a previ- 

ous Note. £ 


3. Visvanatha lays down a rule which is as if were a 
compromise between the two views :— 


उद्धतस्परशवदद्रध्यं गोचरः सोऽपि च त्वचः 
रूपान्यचक्चुषो योग्यं रूपम्रापि कारणम्‌ ॥* 


A substance having a manifested touch is apprehended’ 
by the organ of touch, and also touch. Everything except 
colour that is perceived by the eye is perceived by the organ 
of touch also ; but ( manifested ) colour is necessary even In 


~~ 





1.0. 1.91 
2 See Note ए. 117. Supra 
3B.P.25- ० 
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these cases, ” त्वक्‌ is thus declared to be capable of perce 
ing, but only when the thing is also visible to the eye ;: 
the same will probably be the case with the other or 
‘Thus neither touch nor savour nor odour can be perce! 
in atoms which haveno manifested colour. This compr 
however is not tenable, for, if strictly taken, the tou 
air and the sound in ether should always be imperceptible 
as the two substances have no manifested colour ; but this 
aannot be accepted, andsothe necessity of उदद्धतरूप for 
perceptions must be confined to substances only. This 1 
ancient view and also that of Annambhatta. He has 0661 
air to be imperceptible and inferrible from the existence 
-touch, while touch itself is defined as a quality perceivet 
by the aerial cuticle ( त्वग्याद्यो खणः ). It is clear therefore that 
he accepts the capacity of @%_to perceive qualities, but uo 
.Substances unless the latter possess उद्धतरूप. Sim 
the ओत can perceive sound but not ether, both beca 
has not उद्धतरूप and also because it is not distinct fro 
organ. Asregards मानसप्रत्यक्ष it is to be noted that w 
pleasure, pain etc. are perceived by the mind, the hu 
-soul is perceptible according to the Naiydyikas, but | 
_.gccording to the Vaisesikas Annambhatta holds 
Vaisesika view. By thus distinguishing the perception 
substances from that of qualities we can, it seems, remo 
the apparent discrepancy between several passages of 1 
and T. D., in some of which the author appears to limit! 
‘term प्रत्यक्ष to चाश्चुषपत्यश्च only, while in others asin the p 
ent, he talks of the perception by other organs such as 
and त्वक्‌, In the case of substances there is चाश्चुष्रत्यय । 
and perhaps त्वाच also; while in the case of qualities 
are six kinds which, though nowhere expressly menti ned | 
the author, can be inferred from his mentioning #4 in । 
present passage. In conclusion he declares the 
itself to be € प्रत्यक्षपमाण, that isthe करण of षत्यक्ष, ` 
‘removing any doubt as to whether he takes इन्द्रिय or 
संनिकर्ष to be the करण. 


4, The five contacts account for the perception 


‘first four categories. विष, being a परमाणधर्म, is एण? 


1B. P. 49; see Note 6 under Sec. 17, p. 144, Supra. 
2 See on this Note ए. 19, Supra. _ 


































शा, उ] Notes. 225. 


e. The cases of समवाय and अभाव are specially provided 
for by the sixth संनिकषं called विशेषणविशेष्यभाव, This last is. 
ae of a peculiar kind, and is assumed to ac- 
The sixth contact. unt for the perception of negation and 

intimate union according to those in. 


whose opinion both are perceptible, and of negation only 
- according to those who deny the perceptibility of समवाय. 
। Visvaniitha says :--अभावप्रत्यक्षे समव।यघत्यक्षे चेन्द्रियसंबद्धविोषणता ` 
। हेतः। वैरोपिकमते त॒ न समवायः प्रत्यक्षः The Naiyayikas hold 
समवाय to be perceptible by विशेषणाविरोष्यभाव, while the Vai-- 
 gesikas regard it as अतीन्द्रिय and inferrible only. Annam- 
। Dhatta as usnal holds the Vaisesika view, as may be easily 
guessed from his proving समवाय by inferencein T. D. on 
Sect. 79. The विंङोषणविहोष्यभाव is therefore confined, accord-. 
ing to our author, to the perception of negation, which re- 
quires a special contact because neither संयोग nor समवाय 18. 
possible in the case of अभाव. Negation, not being a sub- eS 
- stance, cannot exist by itself; nor can it reside in any other mers 
substance by समवाय, as it is neither quality, nor action, nor: 6 ५ 
जाति. How does it then exist in the world, and how ६६ 
` 28 1 apprehended ? It is conceived, replies the Naiyaytka,,. 
as a property ( घमं ) of its अधिकरण, that is of the thing on. 
` which it exists. Thus in a cognition घटाभाववद्भूतलम्‌ the घरा- 
भाव is spoken of as the faaryat of the waa which is the 
। विशेष्य, their relation विशेषणविशेष्यभाव being expressed by the 
termination वत्‌. Now let us see how this cognition takes. 
place. We observe the spot of ground and see no jar on it 
_ The spot of ground, being a substance, is perceived by the 
contact संयोग, that 18, it is physically connected with the 
— ृष्णतारायवरति चक्षुः; but the घटाभाव on भूतल can come into- 
contact with the eye through भूतल only. The संनिकर्षं there- 
_ fore by which the घटाभाव on Bae is perceived is the contact 
between the चक्षुस्‌ and waa, 2. €. संयोग plus that between 
भूतल and घटाभाव, १. €. विराषणविङोष्यभाव, the combined contact 
being named संयुक्तविङञोषणविेष्यभाव, or rather इन्द्रिय संद द्धाविकेषण- 
 विरेष्यभाव. Now the relotion दिडोदणािहोष्यभाव existing te- 
tween waz and घटाभाव, though spoken of as one, may be 
split up into two; that is, the relation of घटाभाव with wae 
May be called विज्ञोषणता, and that of was with घटाभावः 
~ [~~~] ned 


1. 8. M. Calc. ed. 5, 53. 
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` बिेष्यता. Hence विोषणविशोष्यभाव is often spoken of as} 
contacts, विोषणतासंनिकषं and विहोष्यतासं निकषं, or taking 
` 17 their enlarged form, इन्द्रियसंबद्धवेरोषणता and इ संबद्ध 
‘at. Thus the perception of घटाभाव on भूतल is effected 
means of two contacts, not of course jointly but alte 
tively ; that is, either of the two contacts serves the purpos 
But why should two contacts operate in the perception 
घटाभाव, when one only suffices for the perception of षद 
‘The reason is that the existence of घटाभाव on भूतल may be 
expressed in two ways, पटा भाववद्धतलमस्ति or Was चटाभावोऽस्ति, 
both of which propositions, though conveying the same 
‘meaning, namely, the negation of घट on Was, are different ij 
grammatical form and therefore produce different cogni- 
tions. In घटाभाववद्धतटम्‌ , भूतल 18 the विरोष्य and घटाभाव its 
‘fasion, while in भूतले घटाभावोऽस्ति, घटाभाव being in 
nominative is the Gate, and the locative Wa is its farm, 
The first cognition is principally that of Haw as possessin 
घटाभाव (qeratafatare ), the second cognition is that of षहा 
भाव as residing in Hae ( भ्रूतलनिष्ठ ) ; or to use technical ex 
pressions already explained, the first cognition has भूतल for 
its विशोष्य and घटाभावावेरिष्टत्व for 18 प्रकार, while the se 
has घटाभाव for its बिरोष्य and भूतल निष्ठत्व for its पकार ( pro 
“Thus the two cognitions being different in form and ha’ 
-a different प्रकार respectively, the contacts operatil 
produce them are also different. In the first घटाभाववद्धतल 
the eye 18 संयुक्त with was of which घटाभाव is विशेषण, 
therefore the सानकष 18 संयुक्त षरोषणता; in the 
‘wae घटाभावः, the eye is Wim with waw of which 
is विजोष्य, and therefore the संनिकषं is Wome 
As these two cognitions, though differing in form, 
identical in meaning, they are conjointly and 
expressed in the text as being produced by the compo 
-contact विक्ञोषणाविरोष्य भाव.. 


5. One might ask here, why should there not be two ५ 
nitions in the perception of dz similar to those in the per 1 
of घटाभाव ? We can say घटवद्धतटमर as wellas Wate घटोऽस्ति, 
that in one case घट is the fara of भूतल, and in the 
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perceive घटाभाव by itself but only as 9 property of भूतल, and 
so the double relation subsisting between wae and घट is 
required to be taken into account ; while we perceive घट by 
itself, and there is no necessity of bringing in बूतल. In the 
ease of घटाभाव, the eye is directly connected with wae, and 
through it with the अभावः while inthe case of घट it is directly 
connected with घट itself, and therefore there is only one 
-संनिकर्ष, namely संयोग. 


6. V.V. reads simply वि्ञषणत। instead of विक्ञेषणविेष्यभावः 
- ध in the text, and mentions as a reason for 
Be reading discuss- his preference that the T. ऽ. gives an 
example of विरोषणता only, and so may 
have intended to limit the संनिकष to that alone. But it will 
be clear from the above explanation that V. V. ’s reading as 
wellas the reason for preferring it are both wrong. Although 
। 1, 8. gives an instance of विशेषणता only, T. D. supplies the 
-desideratum which V. V. seems not to have noticed, 


7. As the negation of घड़ on भूतल is perceived by संधुक्तविे- 
pa षणतासंनिकर्ष, so the negation of घटरूप on 
` ` oe of the चंटसंख्या or vice versa is perceived by संयुक्तः 

समवेतविशोषणता, the eye being संयुक्त with घट 
which is समवेत with सख्या of which रूपाभाव 18 a विशेषण. Simi- 
arly the negation of चटरूप on परटसेख्यात्व is perceived by संयुक्त- 
(az )समव्रेत-( संख्या )समवेत- ( संख्यात्व }विरोषणता ; and so on with 
_ other organs and the negations of their corresponding objects. 
शब्दाभाव however is perceived by simple विशेषणता, not इन्द्रिय 
संयुक्ताधशोषणता, for शब्दाभाव is the विशेषण of श्रो itself as 
the organ is identical with आकाज्ञ which is the real अधिकरण 
of शब्दाभाव. शाब्दुत्वाभाव ( ०. g, the अभाव of कत्व on खत्व ) is appre- 
hended by इन्धिय समवेतविंशषणता.' Both विशेषणता and विशेष्यता 
are therefore of two kinds, इन्द्रियविश्िषणता-शोष्यता simply, and 
इ्धियसंबद्धार्वरोषमत।-राष्यता ; the first two in the perception by 
ओर and correspond to समत्राय and समप्रेतसमवबाय contacts, the 
latter two in the case of other organs and correspond to the 
other three contacts. विज्ञबणविशञेष्यभाव mentioned by Annam- 
bhatta is therefore not a simple contact but has five varieties, 
€orresponding to the first five contacts, although all of them, 


1T. K. Bom, ed. P. 9; 8. M- Cale. ed. ए. 53-4. 











228 Tarka-Samgraha. [ SECT. शा, 





































are comprised under one name as they all have a commom 
element, विशेषणता or विशेष्यता 


8. T. D. here introduces a discussion as to why a fifth proof’ 
called अनुपलन्धि which is accepted by Mr 

` ~ क '. mamsakas and Vedantins is not recognized 
by the Naiyayikas. The former hold that ` 

अभाव is not perceptible because there can be no mannerof 
contact between a substantial organ anda pure negation, and 
have therefore to account for the apprehersion of negation ~ 
by a fifth proof called अषठन्धि ( non-perception ); while the — 
Naiyayikas hold that अभाव is perceptible by the same organ 4 
which perceives 1४6 प्रतियोगी, but by means of a peculiar संनि 
` कर्षं called विशषणविहोष्यभाव. So that one party assumes a — 
separate proof to account for अभावन्ञान, and the other as — 
sumes 8 separate संनिकर्ष. The arguments on both sides are — 
equally specious and interminable, and the controversy is ab 
last reduced to a determination of the comparative simplicity 
(छाघव) of the two rival assumptions. The Naiyayikas however ~ 
cannot wholly dispense with अनुपलान्धि. अभाव is nota thing 
that is independently known. The cognition of अभाव neces- 
sarily depends on the previous knowledge of its counter- 
entity (az) and its support (भूतल ). Now the fact that 
we never perceive घटाभाव wherever there is We shows 
that there is a relation of contrariety between the 
two, and that the absence of the one must be ascertained 
before the other can be apprehended. This ascertainment 
of the absence of घट, or अनपलान्धि, is therefore deemed to be 
ॐ necessary condition for the perception of घटाभाव; — 
that is, अदुपलन्धि is a सहकारी (accessory) of the चश्चुरिन्दरिय 
which perceives घटाभाव on भूतल. Now what is †)118 अलपलब्धि ? ` 
It is not simply the not-perceiving or not-finding; for 
though we do not perceive घट in darkness, we do not also 
perceive घटाभाव there. The aaqaiza ( non—-perception ) must 
be ताकतप्रातियोगेस चारो, that is, must be ‘ inconsistent with 
the hypothetical assumption of the existence of its पातियोगी ` 
we.’ It is not sufficient that we do not perceive चट; we mush 
not perceive it ina place, where, from all surrounding Cit- 
cumstances, we would naturally expect to find it, but do 70 
owing to its actual absence. The अनुपलस्धि must therefore be 
preceded by an ascertainment that no unfavourable circum-_ 
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stances such: as darkness exist which would prevent even a. 
present घट from being perczived. T. D.’s expression afea- 
प्रतियोगिसचख विशोध्य दुपलास्थि has 16371 dissolved and interpreted 
by Nilakantna in two ways both of which really convey the 
same meaning. The simpler method is af*anitita zarfa- 
 योगिषच्े तद्िरोधिनी यातुपलन्धिः ‘ that non-perception which is 
inconsistent with the assumed existence of प्रतियोगी, ` ae is 
an assumption or hypothesis ( a reductio ad absurdum as it it 
sometimes called ) which is for a moment taken for granted 
for the purpose of proving the contrary. So here we. first 
assume the प्रतियोगिसच्, 7. € the existence of घट, in the 
place, and then reject it as false because that प्रतियोगिसच 18 
एण perceived although all the conditions are favourable. 
Our reasoning is Tae घटडोऽमविष्यत्ताह श्रतछमिवाद्राक्ष्यत ‘if there 
had been घट्‌ here, we should have necessarily perceived it 
_ just as we perceive ‘uaa,’ the perception of भूतल showing 
| that the usual conditions for चाश्षुषप्रत्यक्च are existing. By this ; 
तकं we assume the existence of घट in the place. But 
this assumption is inconsistent with the actual fact that 
we do not perceive the घट, and must be therefore rejected. 
In this way our non-perception of घट which was doubtful 
_atfirst is made certain by the intermediate assumption 
and its rejection. It is this fully ascertained non-perception 
_ that assists the eye in apprehending घटाभाव. The compound 
may also be dissolved as तरिता आपादिता परतियोगिनो घटादेः 
 सच्छस्य सच्छप्रसक्तेः विरोधिनी या उपलभ्थिः तत्प्रतिथोगिकोऽभावोऽनुपलब्धिः 
‘that non-perception which is opposed not to the real exis- 
tence of चट but to its assumed existence.’ Either way the 
result is the same, that the non-perception must be first as- 
certained by a proper enquiry that the घट does not really exist. 
But even this periphrasis is not enough to guard the definition 
_ from a fault. Merit ( घम ) and demerit ( अधर्म ) being qualities 
Of the soul are imperceptible ; if therefore one after looking 
for them in vain concludes that they do not exist at al], one 
_ will be quite wrong, for the imperceptibility of merit and 
30 : ie ; 
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demerit is inherent and not due to their non-existence, — 
अनुपलभ्थि is therefore qualified with योग्य, so that the ascer- 
tained non-perception must be of ® thing capable of being 
perceived. In the Naiyayika view therefore अभाव is perceiver 
by the विशेषणाविरोष्वभाव-संनिकर्ष (i.e. as a property of its 
support भूतल ) with the accessory aid of a adtargretsa, that 
is, an ascertained non-perceptible object. The Naiyaytkas 
have thus to make two assumptions, one of a new संनिकर्ष 
and another of its accessory अनुपलन्धि ; while the Mimams 
are satisfied with one assumption only, namely that of 
new प्रमाण 07 Tare, T. D. thinks that the first two being 
only subordinate, there is greater @Tda in assuming th 
two than in assuming the last one ; because it is simpler 
assume two operations ( व्यापार ) than to recognize a separate 
instrument ( करण ). Besides the relation विङोषणाविरोष्यमाव i 
not really a new thing ; but it is identical with the अधिकरण 
waa itself, for when we say that there is घटाभाव on भूतल. 
we really mean nothing more than that there 18 भ 
and nothing else. Hence WNilakantha defines far 
`विशेष्भाव sas स्वरूपसंउन्धावाच्छब्नाधाराधेयभावः. The only n 
assumption is that of अनुपलाभ्धि which is also com 
to the Mimdnsakas. The difference between the 
schools is simply thatthe one calls it accessory, the otl 
principal. 

9. It may not be out of place here to notice a distinc! 
between a cognition and its appropriate proof. Cogn 
resulting from प्रत्यश्चप्रमाण perception isa percept; but 1 
contrary is not true; a percept does not'necessarily 
from perception alone. It may arise from another 3 
of proof, such as ङाब्द्‌ or अदुपलाभ्धि, Both Myaya and 10- 
mamhsa agree in holding that अभाव is an_ object 
perception. But the प्रत्यक्षत्व of a thing according to 
ma@/nsa does not depend upon its resulting from 34H 
A Vedantic writer remarks on this point, न हि फट 
प्रत्यक्षत्वे तत्करणस्य प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणतानियमत्वमस्ति । 
` बाक्यजन्यन्ञानस्य प्रत्यक्षत्वेऽपि तत्करणस्य वाक्यस्य प्रत्यक्ष यमाणभि, 
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wmgiiag ' । Perceptive knowledge is not necessarily 
68860 by perception ; it may be caused by अनुपलब्यिप्रमाण or 
¥ by शच्वप्रमाण, just as in the sentence, ‘Thou art the tenth,” 
y ‘the cognition of being the tenth, though a percept, is not 
` „08०88 by perception, but by word. : 


10. The remark of the Vedanta—Paribhas& quoted at the 


‘ end of the last preceding Note is important 
ह ee as showing that the Nydya ideas of percep- 
_ distinguished from tion and percept materially differ from 
p ‘that of others. those of other schools, and that Annam- 


3 bhatta's definitions of them will not at all be accepted as 
‘ ‘correct by Veddntic writers. The Naiydyika theory of per- 
ception and in fact of all knowledge is essentially physical. 
All cognitions ( बुद्धयः ) are conceived to be merely qualities 

a 09810108 in the soul which is a substance, and exactly in 
_ the same way as the quality of blueness or whiteness resides 
inthe jar. These cognitions again are all primarily 

_ derivad from perceptive experience which is again founded , 
onthe physical contact of senses with external objects. 

‘There is nothing idealistic or supersensuous in this 

matter-of-fact and almost mechanical theory of the origin 

of our ideas. This is the reason why the Nyaya-Vaisesika 

‘tystem has become so thoroughly realistic, and why it is 

strenuously opposed by the ideal and pantheistic philo- 

sophers of the Sazkhya and Vedantic schools. The Nyayu 

‘theory of perception has a very close resemblance to 

Locke’s doctrine of sensationalism and may be described 

_ @lmost in his own words. Locke considers that all our 

knowledge is derived from experience which is two-fold, 

“observation employed either about external sensible 

bjects or about the internal operations of our minds, per- 

¢eived and reflected upon by ourselves. ” These two sources 

of our ideas are thus described:— 





_ 1 Vedanta-Paribhasa, Calc. ed. p- 25. 
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५५ First. Our senses conversant about particular 
objects, do convey into the mind several distinct percepti 
things, according to those various ways wherein those objects: 
affect them ; and thus we come by those ideas we have of - 
white, heat, cold, soft, hard, bitter, sweet, and all those 
we call sensible qualities; which when I say that the s 
convey into the mind, I mean, they from external objects conv 
into the mind what produces there those perceptions. This 
source of most of the ideas we have, depending wholly upon 
senses, and derived by them to the understanding, I call, sensation. 


“Secondly. The other fountain from which experience 
-furnisheth the understanding with ideas, is the perception 
the operations of our own minds within. us as it is empl 
about the ideas it has got; whicb operations when the 8 
comes to reflect on and consider, do furnish the understa’ 
with another set of ideas which could not be had from : 
without ; and such are perception, thinking, doubting, belie 
reasoning, knowing, willing, and all the different actings of 
own minds; which we being conscious of and observing in 
selves, do from these receive into our understanding as d 
ideas, as we do from bodies affecting our senses.” ^ 
«‘ The understanding seems to me not to have the least 
mering of any ideas which it doth not receive from 
these two. External objects furnish the mind with the 
of sensible qualities, which are all those different perce 
they produce in us; and the mind furnishes the under 
ing with ideas of its own operations.” र 


sage in some Nyaya work. Locke's theory of senses 
now been partially abandoned chiefly owing to the pow 
criticism of Kant, but its enormous influence on subs 


Naiyayikas' doctrine of सोनिकर्ष was afterwards consi 
_ modified by Vedantins and others, but not before 





SECT. XLIV. | Notes, = Pie 233 
3501. XLIV. अनुमानम्‌. 


Inference is the peculiar cause of a judgment ; judgment is - 
the knowledge that springs from rast or consideration : con- 

sideration is the knowledge of reason as distinguished by 
invariable concomitance, as for instance, the knowledge that 
this mountain has smoke which is invariably accompanied by 
_ fire is Consideration, while the knowledge born of it that 
the mountain is fiery is Judgment. Invariable concomitane 18 
9 the cerlaisty of associalion that wherever there is smoke, there 
pds fire. The existence of an invariably concomitant. thing 
+“ objects like mountain makes it the characteristic of a पक्ष or 
Receptacle. 


1. The chapters on Inference contain the science of 
> Indian logic as developed and skilfully 
ie udgment and ५ 
Inference. dovetailed into the general system of 
metaphysics evolved by the Varsesikas. 
अनुमान or inference is the instrument, अलमिति the resulting 
judgment, and परामर्ञ the intermediate operation. अनुमिति 
is thus said to depend upon पराम. This परामडां occupies a 
_ very important place in Nydya logic ; because when once 8 
 Yalid पराम is obtained a sound conclusion or अनुमिति neces- 
_ sarily and immediately follows, just as cloth is produced as 
an invariable consequence of the motion of the loom. 
Hence Nydye writers mainly devote themselves to a discus- 
sion of this Wrst and its two constituent parts व्यानि and 
सिङ्ग. fe or ठेठ is the thing from which the existence of 
। another thing invariably concomitant with it is inferred; 
ama is this invariable concomitance existing between the 
लिङ्ग and the other thing inferred from it, namely साध्य. 






2. It will be clear from the above that an inference when 
simplified always consists of three terms 
denoting respectively हेत्‌, साध्य and their 
me mutual relation of invariable concomit- 
ance, any two of which when given necessarily lead toa 
_ knowledge of the third. Of these the साध्य is of course the 
_ thing which is always to be proved; and consequently the 
_ other two terms, @¢ and the हेतुसाध्यसंबध or saw as it is 
- €alled, must be known before any inference is possible. In 


Inference analysed. 
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the Aristotelian syllogism they correspond to the first 
premises which, being connected together by a commor 
middle term, lead to the conclusion; but the Aristotelian 
syllogism is defective in so far as it merely implies this 
nection between the two premises, and has no sep; 
premise to express it. The Nydya syllogism on the 0 
hand actually expresses this connection by joining the 
premises, or rather the two terms denoting हेतु and 
into one; that is, it dces not merely state the two terms or 
premises separately, and then at once jump to the 
clusion, but after stating them fully gives a third premi 
which combines the previous two terms, and thus gives 
unity as it wereto the two separate cognitions of हेतु an 
व्याति. This combined premise is called the परामर्ञ, whit 
immediately givesrise to the conclusion and is therefore 
said to be its करण 


3. परामर्ञं has been said tobe a combination of two 
tinct notions, those of # and at. 
how is this combination effected 
simply by placing them side by side, 
by putting them in a sentence as subject and predicate; 
by joining them inseparably as faatey and विरषण or sub 
and attribute. The विज्ञेषणतासंबन्ध being indissoluble is 
closest union between two things, and consequently 
perfect unity of परामज्ञं is attained by making त्या प्ति the F 
षण of हेतु, that is by making the हंतु व्यात्तविशेष्ट. A पर 
may therefore be defined as the knowledge not merely 
व्यापि and हेतु but of व्यासिविशिष्टहेतु 
4. The author however defines परामर्ल as the knowledge 
of व्यात्िविशिष्टपक्षधर्मता. Does this | 
definition differ from that noted abov: 
In other words, does पक्षधमं differ iro! 
what we have called the #4? Really not, for पक्षधमता 
nothing more than a particular kind of हेतुता ; or rather or 
@qat under particular circumstances. It is not any देतु 
will give rise to परामर्ञ, but only such a one as besides bel 
व्यापिविरशेष्ट॒ is also पक्चधर्मृताविशिष्ट. As a matter of 
® हेतु is always व्याततिविशिष्ट and is already 
be so in the व्यात्तिवाक्य, just as in the major 
of the Aristotelian syllogism. When for i 


* 


Paramars’a. 


Author's definitio 
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we say यत्र wa धूमस्तत्र aT MMe: or “ all men are 
mortal, ' we always lay down the invariable concomitance 
of धूम and वाहवे or humanity and mortality ; that is, we state 
wa to be ` बाद्धिव्याप्यता-( sara विशिष्ट, and मनुष्यत्व to be मर्त्यत्व- 
व्यािषिरिष्ट. But this alone is notsufficient to produce a new 
conclusion, for besidesthe major we also require a minor 
premise in which the range of हेतु is restricted, that is, we 
speak of it not generally asin the major premise, but in 
connection with a particular place or a particular occasion 
only. Hence in addition to being व्यात्तिविंशिष्ट, the | must 
also be qualified by another limitation, namely पक्षधर्मता ( the 
fact of its being a property of Ta or place ). For 8 proper 
conclusion therefore ४09 हेतु must be व्यातिविशिष्ट, and must 
also be known asa धर्म residing in पश्चि; in other words it 
must be known to be invariably associated with the साध्य 
and must also be cognized as being in a particular place 
(qt). So that we have two separate cognitions respectively 
expressed by Aristutle’s major and minor premises, namely, 
that the हेतु is invariably concomitant with साध्य and that it 
exists ina particular place. These separate cognitions 
combined together produce the joint cognition that that 
हेतु which is known to be invariably concomitant with साध्य 
exists in the particular place; or to take a concrete ex- 
ample, that the smoke which is known to be वबह्धिव्याप्य ex- 
ists on the mountain. This joint cognition वह्धित्याप्यधमवान्‌ 
पर्वतः which is formed by the combination of the two in- 
dependent cognitions of हेन as पक्षधर्म and as व्यात्तिविशिष्ट is 
called पराम. Annambhatta’s definition of raat how- 
ever requires some further elucidation before it can be fully 
understood. 


5. The preceding remarks are equally applicable to both 

ee kk the Aristotelian and the Naiyayrka syl- 
८ न are logistic systems; and they are intended to. 
the Natyayika syl- show that both systems, though widely 
ge differing in their ultimate forms, are really 
founded on identical analysis of our thinking process. The 
two systems materially agree with each other until we 
arrive at the two cognitions expressed by Aristotle in the 
form of major and minor premises, and by the Naiyay:xas 
&s व्याति and पक्षधर्मता respectively. But from this point they 
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diverge, chiefly on account of their different ways of 
ing these two cognitions ; and the divergence, thoug! 
at first, ultimately leads to the different forms of syll 
‘in the two systems. Aristotle first cognises हेतु as inv: 
bly concomitant with साध्य (in the major premise ), 
then finds this invariably concomitant हें in a par 
place in the minor ; that is, he first makes sure of व्याप्ति a 
a general truth, and then determines the existence of thi 
साध्यव्याप्यहेतु onthe पश्च. The Naiydyika reverses the ord 
by first determining the दहेत on पक्ष, and then joining to 
the notion of invariable concomitance, which, being der 
from past experience, is remembered as soon as the हेतु, is 
perceived on the ga. In Aristotle’s system, =ama is deter 
mined first and then पश्चधर्मता; in Nydya first पक्चधममंता of the हु 
is known and then the recollected notion of व्याप्ति is adde 
to it. To adopt Sanskrit terminology, the combination of 
the two notions, ?, €. the परामश्च, is expressed in Nyaya 
व्यािविश्िष्टपश्चधमता ; while Aristotle would probably ha 
Pescribed itas पक्षधर्मता वि रिष्टव्यात्नि, if of course he had 
‘down any third premise corresponding to परामरुवाकय. 
matter of fact we do not find this last form in Aristotle’ 
syllogism, because the mixture of the two notions of 
and पक्चधसता designated परामङ। is only implied and not 
“pressed in the Aristotelian inference. If howev 
introduce a premise into the latter syllogism cor 
ponding to परामर्श, we shall find that it assumes exa 
‘the form indicated above, viz. varaaatiatareeaie. Take 
example :— 
All men are mortal ; 
Socrates is 8 man; 
Socrates is mortal. 


A Natyayika will put this as :-- 


Humanity (मङष्यत्वं) is invariably concomitant 
mortality ( मर््यत्वव्याप्यं ) ; 


i 


There is humanity in Socrates ; 
’. There is mortality in Socrates. 


` This syllogism is defective according to Nydya, 
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the two premises into one proposition. This परमरां would 
“the humanity in Socrates 18 invariably concomitant 
with mortality; ’’ that is, we cognize मनुष्यत्व not as मर्त्यत्वव्याप्य 
generally, but as मर्त्यत्वव्याप्य in a particular individual 
- Socrates. In other words, the व्यासि which was first universal 
। 15 €.€ limited by पक्षधर्मता, 2. ९. पक्चधर्मताविशिष्टव्याि. On the 
other hand, the same argument put in the Nydya syllogism 


` would be:—- 


देवदत्तो मर्त्यः ( मर््यत्वाषिशिष्टः ) । 

मनुष्यत्वात्‌ | 

यो यो मनुष्यः स मर्त्यत्वाकशेष्टः | यथा यज्ञदत्तः। 
तथा चायं देवदत्तः ( मर्त्यत्वव्याप्यमनुष्यत्वविशेष्टः ) | 
तस्मात्तथा ( देवदत्तो मर्त्यः) i 


__ The only difference between this and the former syllogism 
` isthat here in the fourth step ४. €. परामश we predicate मर्त्यत्व- 
` ` व्याप्यमनुष्यत्वविशिष्टत्व of Saga, while in the former we predicat- 
ed मर््यत्वव्याप्यत्व of देवदत्तानिष्टमरष्यत्व. The result of course is 
the same, and the conclusion is as velid in the one as in 
the other syllogism. 


6. The above distinction between the forms of the 
_ Aristotelian syliogism and Sanskrit Nyaya isno doubt rather 
subtle, and cannot be fully grasped bya studentina prelimi- 
nary stage ; but itis very important as it explains the peculiar 
form assumed by the syllogism of the Naiyaytkas. It is 
referred to here in order to show the exact significance of 

‘Annambhatta's definition of TTA. The Naiyayika अलमिति is 
essentially based on qatar, and the form of पराम 18 largely 
due to the peculiar structure of the Nyay2 syllogism. The 
Necessity and the form of the परामर्ं have been much 
-riticized by writers imperfectly acquainted with the Nyaya 
system ; but the above analysis will show that प्राम is not 
only natural, hut absolutely essential in every process of 
inference. Only it must be looked at from its proper 
Standpoint. Persons accustomed to Aristotle’s syllogism 
find it difficult at first to comprehend the Nyaya theory of 
4 inference, involved as it is in endless technicalities and intri- 
_ cacies extremely ‘puzzling to beginners. These technical- 
ities however are not meaningless ; on the contrary they will 
‘be found on a proper examination to be the result of a deep 
८ 31 Ge 
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and far-reaching analysis of our process of thinking. 1 
understand the Indian logical method, it is quite 11666 
to view all its parts in their properlight. Theabove com 
rison of the Indian and Aristotelian syllogisms will theref 
be useful as showing how both, though starting fro 
same common principles, differ in their outward form ow 
to a difference in the manner of applying those principles, 


7. Hgfara:—The gist of अनुमान has been succinctly put b 
९50४८ Misra in the following state 
अनुमानस्य द्वे AF व्यापिः पक्षधर्मता Fal: 
व्याप्त्या साध्यसामान्यासेद्धिः | हेतोः पक्षध्मताबलां 
साध्यस्य पश्चधर्मत्वविरोषः सिध्यति । ' This means that of the ` 
parts of an अनुमान, व्याक and पक्षधर्मता, the first proves 
invariable association ग साध्य with हेतु in general, whil 
latter proves the same on पक्ष. The inference therefore co: 
-in proving existence of साध्य on Get from that of हे) 

syayana explains the derivation of अनुमान as सितेन RF 
पश्चान्मानम्‌, the ˆ subsequent ascertaining of a thing ( साध्य. 
from a sign already known.? Thesamescholiast defines 
asfapidigat: संबन्धदर्छानम्‌ः or rather पत्यश्षंण अघत्यक्षस्य सं 
धतिपात्ते, The last definition is certainly the simplest, thou 
not very accurate. It describes अनुमान asthe process by whi 
from the perceived we get at the knowledge of an associa 
unperceived. It is free from some objections to which 41 
bhatta’s definition is liable. One such objection is २0 
and answered by T. D., namely, that the definition म 
मिति ( परामर्शजन्यज्ञानत्वं ) would extend to संङायोत्तरधत्यक्ष, wi 
too is produced by a kind of intermediate पराम. फ] 
one sees indistinctly some elongated substance standing 
a distance, one first doubts whether it is a post or 
Then the observer examines it carefully, and on per 
ing hands and feet to it he concludes that it is a man 
nota post. This last conclusion ought to be an ॐ 
for it is derived from a हेतु, करादिमक्त्व. We reason पु 
विशिष्टोऽयम्‌ | करादिम्वात्‌। यो यः aangaraea स पुरुषः। यथा 
वत्तः । and so on. This would be an अनुमिति, althoug 


What is Anumiti. 





1T. ए. Ben. ed. ए. 41. र 
2 Vat.onG. 8. I, I, 3. 
3 Vat. on,G. 8.1, 1,5, Ibid II. 2, 2. 
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usually call it चरत्यश्च because we actually perceive the man 
after the intermediate reasoning. Vatsyayana’s definition~ 
would obviously exclude it, for here although we reason 
we do not infer an unperceived thing from the perceived, 
both परुष and कराह being actually perceived. The answer 

given by T. D. is somewhat different. Similarly there will 

also be आतिव्याति on साधिकल्पकनज्ञान which is got after some- 
sort of an unconscious process of reasoning. We first see 

athing indistinctly and cognize its property =aMangaw ` 
separately ; then we infer from the latter that the thing 

18 8 jar. Similarly cognitions derived णण उपमान and 3% 

also fall under अच मान and are actually so included by the- 
Vaisesikas and Sauddhas. But we cannot include these 

cognitions under agfatad for they give rise to a different 

consciousness ।( अदुव्यवसाय ) such as साक्चात्करोमि or उपभिनोमि ` 
while in an अनुमिति the consciousness is अनुमिनोमि. The- 
definition of अनुमितिं is therefore faulty, in as much as it~ 
applies to cognitions that are not अनुमिति. T. D. gives 

one answer to both this and the former objection, wz., that 

although there is परामज्ञं in संङायोत्तरपत्यक्च, it is not 

accompanied by पक्षता which is a necessary condition of an 

inference. It is therefore necessary to understand what: 
 पश्चता really signifies. 


8. पक्षता :--4 inference has been already described as- 
the application of a general truth to a. 
0/2; particular instance. When we infer that: 
Socrates is mortal, we simply realize in- 
Socrates that property of mortality which we already know~™ 
generally as being invariably associated with humanity. 
This particular instance is called पक्ष and may be an in- 
dividual, a substance, a place or any other thing, of which 
an inferrible property can be predicated. पक्षता is the: 
characteristic which distinguishes the पक्ष for the time 
being from other things of the same or of different nature. 
_ Thus any mountain is not Ta, but it becomes one as soon. 
88 we observe smoke on it, and desire to infer fire there- 
from. पक्ष is first defined as सिद्धचमाववान, ‘possessing the ` 
 Non-ascertainment of a thing’, that is, having on it a 
_ thing (साध्व) which is unascertained but which is to be 
inferred. Why not then simply say साध्यवान्‌ पक्षः, rather: 


° 
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‘than saying सिद्धयभाववाच्‌ पक्षः ? Because although the 
-as a mountain for instance, may have fire on it, we do 1 
know it at first. In the beginning we simply know that 
fire is not ascertained, that is, we know of the non-asce! 
-tainment of the साध्य ( सिद्धचभाव । ; but not of the साध्य it 
Where fire is actually perceived its existence is ascertained 
-and there is no knowledge of non-ascertainment, and conse- 
quently no पक्षता. But suppose we desire to infer fire fr 
smoke even though we know of its existence from anot 
source. There is no सिद्धचभाव here, but the inference would 
‘be still valid. In a पराथांनुमान again the साध्य is already 
-previously ascertained by the speaker ; and so 17 पक्षता were 
-simply defined as सिद्धयभाव all such inferences would 
-excluded. The ascertainment ( सिद्धि ), therefore, the 
absence of which constitutes पक्षता, is qualified as being t 
which is accompanied by fesTai@aare ‘absence of any 
, desire to infer.’ The compound fsra’-ara:, is to be dissolv 
as सिषाधयिषायिरहसहरता या सिद्धिः तस्या अभावः, and not "सहलो 
` सिद्ध्यभावः; that is, for gaat there is required not only 
absence of fate, but also an absence of सिषाधयिषाविरह 
rather the absence of a सिद्धि which is सिषाधयिषाविरहसदहरत) 
a परार्थानुमान or in the case above mentioned where 
‘though actually perceived is sought to be proved by infer- 
ence, although there is the fare, it is not accompanied 9 
` सिषाधायिषाविरह ; and consequently there is still an अभाव 
such a सिद्धि as is सिषाघपिषाविरहसदरूत. This latter 
results from the non-existence of either ot its constitu: 
-( viz. सिषाधयिषाविरह or सिद्धि ), and exists both where 
is no सिद्धे as in an ordinary अनुमान, and also where the 
is सिद्धि but there is no fawra@anfare, i. ९. where there 
सिषाधयिषा, Of the two conditions therefore mentioned abo 
namely, non-ascertainment of साध्य and a desire to in 
either may suffice to constitute पक्षता. In 8 मो 
there is no such पक्षता, because the man and his करादि 
‘perceived simultaneously there is no साध्य left to be 
‘tained and also no desire to infer it. The above defini 
of पक्षता, which is taken by Annambhatia from Tattva- 
t@mani of Garigesa, is the most common one ; but it is 9 
“to an objection. When a man in the interior of the 
‘hears a loud noise in the sky, he at once concludes it 
_ thunder. This is undoutedly an inference, but there 
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पक्षता according to the above definition, because there is no 

सिद्धचभाव, the ascertainment of thunder instantly following 

the hearing of the sound ; nor is there any fATIUTFIT on the - 
_ part of the hearer, as there is no sufficient interval between the 

। hearing and the अनुमिति for such a desire to arise. The. 
_ whole operation is instantaneous and almost involuntary. 

| Annambhatta’s definition would have the effect of excluding 

_ such inferences from the class of अनामेति. Norcan they be 

प्रत्यक्ष, because the hearer being in the interior of the house- 
_ never sees the clouds. Hence N. B. on Sect. 51, having 

। stated the objection, remarks : प्राचीनलक्षणं विहाय नवीनैरतुमि- 

। Weert पश्चत्वमिति स्थिरीरृतम. This new definition of पश्चता ` 
adopted by the moderns in preference to the one accepted 

by Annambhatia is अनुमिल्युदेर्यत्वम्‌ or अनुभितिप्रयोजनकत्वम्‌, 
which being very wide is not likely to exclude any thing. 

_ Asregards the time-honoured definition it is necessary to 

। 800 8 remark of S. M. सिषाधाधिषाविरहकाटे याद्रराभिद्धिसचे- . 
 नामितिस्ताटली सिद्धिर्विरीष्यः तत्तदचुमितिपरातिबन्धिका वक्तव्या, that- 
_ is, the ascertainment spoken of must be of the particular 

 Sortintended in the inference, 80 that although one might- 
_ have ascertained fire upon a mountain from light, he should 

‘not be debarred from further inferring the same fire from 

_ Smoke. In Sect. 51 further on पक्ष is defined as संदिग्धसाध्यवान्‌ 
‘a thing on which the existence of साध्य is doubted ; ° but - 
_ the definition does not differ from the one given above ‘as. 
_ the word संदिग्ध implies both the absence of सिद्धि and the 
_ Presence of सिषाधयिषा. 


9. पक्षधर्मताः-- पक्षता being thus determined, it wiil be com- 
paratively easy for the student to under- 
Pakga-dharmata stand पक्षधर्मता the knowledge of which is 
= said to constitute पराम. It is defined as 
। (हेतोः) पश्चद्रात्तित्वम्‌ः or caida: ( ए. V.) ‘the residence of 
हेतु 00 पक्च' ; but this does not convey the idea accurately. 
There are many things on the mountain such as trees and 
। stones, but smoke alone is called qaraa because smoke alone- 
४ leads to the inference of fire in the particular case. There- 





1 8. M. Calc. ed. p. 69. 
2 For further remarks see Note on Sect. 51 infra. 
3 8. P. 69. Fae 
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may be other things such 88 light or burnt-up ashes which 
‘may equally conduce to an inference of fire; but they are it 
relevant in an inference from smoke, and so are not पक्षधर 
Again as all things on the mountain are not पक्चषधम, so 
smoke in the world 18 not 8180 पक्षधम although the whole of 
it be बह्धिव्याप्य. Only that particular line of smoke which igs 
seen issuing from the top of the mountain is पक्षधम, becau 
the knowledge of that alone is effective in giving an infer 
ence of fire on the mountain. All our previous knowledge abou 
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire will avail 
us nothing if we do not observe 8 particular waver 
onthe top of the mountain. This is the reason, as has 
vbeen already pointed out, why पराम is defined as the 
:knowledge of पश्चधर्मता, and not that of | merely ; for it i 
not any smoke but smoke when cognized as a धम of the पक्ष 
that produces अनिति. Nor is it sufficient to cognize smo 
on any mountain, but the cognition must take place on 
mountain which is a पश्च, that is, which possesses the 
as above defined. Hence पक्षधमंता may be fully defined: 
"वश्चतावच्छेदकावाच्छन्नविषयता which is paraphrased as सिबाध 
सद्धय मावरूपा या Gaal तस्या अबच्छद्‌क यत्पवतत्व तेनावाच्छन्ा विषयो 
यस्य स धूमस्तत्ता, ‘the smoke as conditioned by the moun 
which determines in this case the sphere of पक्षता. 
knowledge of smoke 80 conditioned leads to अनुमिति 
additionally qualified by a knowledge of the व्यात्त. 
-विशिष्टपक्षधर्मतान्तानम्‌ cannot be dissolved, says Nilakuntha, 
MAAS या पक्षधर्भता तस्या ज्ञानम्‌, ‘cognition of पक्षधमंता 1 
smoke that is already known to be वाद्धिव्याप्य.' This wo 
accord with Aristotle’s method, as has been already point 
out, which first states the व्यानि 170 the major premiss, 
‘then realizes it in the thing denoted by the minor term 
such a dissolution, says Nilakantha would exclude — 
inference of the stfatfé kind whichis always based 0 
contrary negative concomitance, andin which the पक्ष 
belongs not to the thing which is sarafatsre but to 
contradictory. The compound therefore must be taken 


one sees the line of smoke on the mountain top, but i 
‘does 1.0: produce अनुभिति, Tt ९0010068 वराम when com 
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with a knowledge of व्याक after व्याप्तिस्मरण. Hence the remark 
of ¶. 7. व्यािविषयकं यत्पक्चधमताज्ञानम. Technically expressed 
ania is not a विङोषण 0{.पक्षधम (smoke ), but a प्रकार of the 
 पक्षधमताक्ञान ; it is a property of the perceptive knowledge of 
smoke on the mountain, and nota quality of the smoke 
a itself. The reason is obvious. व्याकि 18 a subjective-conception, 
not a material quality residing in an external object such as 
। smoke. धूम itself cannot therefore be sararaisre, but शमन्ञान 
_ tan be व्याप्त्यवच्छिन्लप्रकारतानिरूपित. Hence thecomplete definition 
of परामरा is व्याप्त्यव््छन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित~--पक्षतावच्छेदकावाच्छन्न- 
। Pearse निश्चयः ( 2८. ). This परामर्ञ is illustrated in the 
cognition बह्धिव्याप्यधमवान्‌ पर्बतः, which always precedes the 
 SgAld पचता वाह्मान्‌ 


10. There 18 ०0 English word which can convey the 
exact notion of परःमरहा. Ballantyne trans- 
lates it by ‘logical antecedent,’ but the 
rendering is not appropriate. The expres- 
sion ‘logica] datum’ is also not very happy as it implies that 
पामर 18 an assumption made to serve a logical purpose and 
‘isnot a necessary step in eve1y natural process of thinking. 
‘The word परामर्श etymologically means consideration, but the 
latter word does not convey the full idea of परामडा as used 
the Naiytiynkas. It is however issued by Roer and Max . 
पानः, and I have adopted it for want of a better one. For 
अवुमिति I have adopted the term Judgment on the authority 
4f Whately,' while its instrument the Agata is denoted by 
Inference. व्याति is ‘invariable concomitance,’ and not 
“pervading inherence’ as Roer renders it, because it is not 
 aninhering attribute of a material object, but a relation of 
‘the notions of two things. There is a difficulty about the 
‘Proper rendering of पश्च. It is not correct to translate TH 
by ‘minor term’ as Roer and others, probably misled by 
Notions of Aristotelian logic, have done. ‘Minor term 
‘Would be a proper equivalent for पक्चवाचक eq, and not for 
‘Witself. The rendering of पक्ष by ‘subject’ is perhaps 
better, as qt like Aristotle's minor term is the subject 
‘the conclusion, but it also is liable to misapprehension. 
have therefore contented myself with the ordinary word 


English equivalents. 





1. Whately Elements of Logie BE. ii, Cb. 1, 1. 
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‘place’ to express the ides of पक्ष, For the same reason 
is misleading though not positively i ncorrect to translate 
by ‘middle term,’ assome have done. हेतु or rather 

as 8 part of the five-membered syllogism, can best bere’ 
ed by ‘ reason.’ and corresponds to minor premiss, wh 
लिङ्ग can be translated by ‘sign’. Terms of the formal 
logism ought not to be indiscriminately applied to thi 
which form part of the previous process of thinking. 
same caution is required in applying other terms d 
from European logic to their Sanskrit counterparts. 


as it is also the most important 
Vyaptt. occurring inconnection with the sub 
inference. व्याति has been translated 
invariable concomitance ; and the author defines it in the t 
as साह चर्थनियमः (invariability of concomitance) which m 
the same. But what dves concomitance mean, and कः 
does its invariability signify ? The illustration ( अभिनय). 


व्याति, “ Wherever there is smoke there is fire, ” gi 
doubt some idea of this invariable concomitance, 
does not furnish us with a sure test as to how 
be found out and under what conditions it is valid. 
` must therefore further analyse the two notions invol 
a व्यापि, viz. that of साहचर्यं ‘ co-existence ’ or ‘¢ 
tance,’ and that of ‘ universality’ or rather the* 
ability ’ of this साहचर्य. साहचयं 18 the सामानाधिकरण्य 
existence in one and the same place, of इते and साध्य ; 
when this coexistence of one thing with another is ob 
wherever the other thing exists, the साहचर्य is called 
( नियमेन वर्तमानं ) or invariable, and the thing so fou 
existing is said to be व्यापक of the other thing. Thus 
always found where smoke exists, and is therefore 
um; while as smoke is not always observed along with | 
as ins red-hot iron-ball, smoke is not the व्यापक © 
There is no doubt & व्याति between fire and smoke, bu 
eau is of fire on smoke, and not vice versa ; for fire, ॥ 
existing in all places occupied by smoke, exists 
where there is no smoke, and is thus more extensiv' 


a es sata therefore not only means co-existence or conco 
but also involves the idea of a greater extent. 


ui 
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generally greater in extent than the 2919, though not neces- 
sarily so; for in the exceptional case where both may be 
jo-extensive, both are व्यापक and व्याप्य of each other. T 

cover this exceptional case Naiyayikas define व्यापि simply 
_asinvariable co-existence, which is of course found both 
when the साध्य is greater than or equal in extent to 


12. The words extent and extensive are ambiguous as 
they are likely to te misunderstood in the sense of volume 
sich as bulk or quantity or area. Thus a field of 20 acres 
would be said to be more extensive than another of 10 
acres as it would include the latter and would still leave 
some of its parts unoccupied , but it is not व्यापक in the 
sense in which the term is used in Nyaya. This will be 
tlear by another example. Of the two sums of 100 and 
rupees respectively, the larger obviously includes the 
smaller, but 8 Naiydyika would call the smaller sum the 
व्यापक of the larger, because it is found ina greater number 
‘Places than the other. The number fifty exists wherever 
there is the hundred, and in many other places, besides, 
g. Where there are numbers between fifty and hundred. If 
or instance, we bring together twenty people having salaries 
above fifty, of whom only five get a hundred rupees or 
lore, the sum of hundred occurs in five instances only‘ 

hile that of fifty is found in twenty. Fifty invariably co- 
exists with hundred, but not ४८९ versa ; and hence the Nai- 

Wiykkas would say that fifty is the व्यापक संख्या and hundred 

the व्याप्य संख्या. Any inference from hundred as a हेतु to fifty 

& साध्य, such as A has fifty cows because he was seen with 

hundred, would therefore be valid, so far as व्याति 

Concerned. Of course, being immediate inferences, 

fymay not perhaps be called deductions proper, but 

the व्याति is true all the same. उयापकत्व, therefore, 

though primarily involving the ideas of extension 

dinclusion, is often the opposite of them ; for it is not 

bigness of the thing itself, but the number of instances 

which it is found that makes it व्यापक. Hence व्याति is 

ed in terms of co-existence or concomitance, and not as 

“08i0n 07 pervasion. 

3, Except in the rare case where हेतु and साध्य are co- 

9 व्याति is a unilateral relation between them ; that 








\ 
५ 


२46 Tarka-Satngraha ( SECT. 3 


is, if any two things are taken, one of them is at once 
mined to be the व्यापक of the other, and their उ्याप्यध्याप 
does not vary so long as the two things are taken i 
same sense and with the same qualifications The 
नियम is therefore the invariable co-existence of व्यापक 
the व्याप्य and not vice versa ; and as in a valid inference @ 
` साध्य must always be the व्यापक of हतु, that is, must be m 
extensive than or at least co-extensive with the दे) 
definition of व्यासि in T.S. must obviously be taken’ in 
limited sense. This limitation is fully brought out in 
enlarged definition of व्यापि given by T. D. , हेत॒समानाधिकरणा- 
त्यन्ताभावापातयोगसाध्यसामानार्घकरण्यम, which is explained 
Nilakantha thus : वद्धिमान्‌ धूमादित्यादौ ( सद्धतो ) धमसमानाि 
योऽत्यन्ताभावः ( घटात्यन्ताभावः ) तद्परतियोगी ( are: ), तत्सामानाधि- 
करण्यं धरमेजस्त, इति SA लक्षणसमन्वय The सामानाधिकरण्य, & 
cording to this definition, is of 16 साध्य on the हंतु, ४.९ 
the व्यापक on the व्याप्य, But how do we know that the सा 
is the व्यापक ? To clear this doubt qualification is ad 
to the साध्य, that it must be ‘ a thing whichis not a coun 
entity ( प्रतियोगी ) of any absolute negation (7. e. an abs 
negation of anything ) co-existing with the हेतु." Smoke 1 
instance can co-exist with the अत्यन्ताभाव of घट, or पट, OF 
fact of every thing that is not necessarily associated 
it ; and hence those things are. counter-entities of हेतुः 
while fire is not so, because there can be no smoke in 
absence of fire. The expression समानाधिकरणात्यन्त 
योगि is nothing but a paraphrase of the word नियम 
occurs in T. 8. , for the invariable presence of a thin 
_ the same as the absence of its co-existent negation. © 
mentators however are not satisfied even with this circ 
locution, for there is still a doubt as to whether the 
and साध्य are all things denoted by the words or only 
dividual things referred to on particular occasions ; OF 
other words, whether the smoke said to be वह्धिव्याप्य 
smoke in general, or the particular wate! observed on 
mountain. That the former meaning isto be taken is m 
clear by the insertion of the word अवच्छिन्न; and the defi 
is thus enlarged: हेतुसमानापरेकरणात्यन्ताभावप्रातिथो गितानः 
साध्यतावच्छदकावाच्छन्न -- साध्यसमानाधेकरणडात्ति -- हेतुता च्छेदः 
( Ni.). व्याति is thus a wa of@a ( हेत॒तावच्छेदक ) resi 
( इति ) in a thing co-existent with a साध्य that is 8 
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( अवच्छिन्न ) by an अवच्छेदकधर्म ( बद्धित्व ) which characterizes 
the साध्य (1. ९. resides in the साध्य ), but does not pertain to 
 ‰8 प्रतियोगी ( प्रतियोगितानवच्छेदक ) of any of the ( countless ) ab- 
solute negations coexisting with हेत ( धूम ). This frightful 
periphrasis is intended to signify nothing more than that 
e व्याप्यव्यापकभाव lies between the generalities of fire and 
oke and not between the individual af@ and धृम ; that is, 
fire is the उयापक of smoke as fire in general and not asa 
particular fire in the kitchen or the hearth. 





14. Before adverting to the question how this व्यापि is 
"द definitions of व्याति, given by other writers, 
: 77 order to further elucidate the Naiyayika 
otion of व्याति, as well as to indicate briefly the general 
tharacter and drift of the endless controversies carried on 
bout it. There is in fact no other single topic in the Nyaya 
Philosophy, which has evoked such an amount of subtle 
“splitting from scholastic disputants, as the definition 
f व्याति. Whole works have been written for the purpose 
settling a correct definition, and every writer of some 
tensions has endeavoured to start a separate school ad- 
ocating a particular definition. Visvanatha gives two 
definitions of व्याति, of which he prefers the second. He 
first defines व्यापत्ति as साध्यवदन्यासिन्न संबन्धः ‘ absence of the 
on any thing except the one having साध्य. 1 But this 
definition is अव्यात्तं as it does not apply in 9 केवलान्वयि अलमान, 
Such as इदे वाच्यं ज्ञेयत्वात्‌, where वाच्यत्व and ज्ञेयत्व being pro- 
ties of all knowable things, there is no object that can 
called साध्यवद्‌न्य, and hence व्याति in such cases cannot be 
known. Consequently this definition of the ancients is 
70076 by modern writers. The other definition of 
Visvantitha is हेतुमान्नि्ठविरहाप्राततयोगिसाध्यैकाधेकरण्यम्‌* which 
‘sidentical with the one given by T. D., हेतठमाननष्टविरह cor- 
ponding to हेतसमानाधकरणात्यन्ताभाव. Here also, as in 
8 definition, the साध्यधम is to be understood as ello प्रति- 
 योगितानवच्छेद्क and साध्यतावच्छेदक.* Again the साम 
 - ee 

‘1B. P. 67. 
2.९. 8. 68. 


See page 35 1. 4 and the preceding Note 13 on p. 246. Supra. 








known, it may be useful to consider a few 
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is to be by the same संबन्ध such as either समवाय or 
Otherwise fire not residing in the parts of smoke by intimé 
union will not be समानाधिकरण with it. Now, an objector 
may ask, will not the definition be inapplicable to 
inference like अयं कपिसंयोगी, Tagaara । where संयोग being 

an अव्याप्यदधातते गुण, both it and its अभाव are समानाधिकरण का ` 
the दक्षत्व of the tree ? The answer is no, because it is a rule 
that अभाव and 1४5 प्रातियोगी are never एकाधेकरण. In this way 
rival disputants go on starting and answering objections, 
most of which are technical and scarcely add to the know- 
ledge of the student. ae 





15. व्याति is divided into two sorts, अन्वयव्याति and alae 
व्याति, of which the first again is of two ' 
Kinds of Vyapti. kinds, पूर्वपश्चव्याि and सिद्धान्तसिद्धव्यापि, 
aqueatla is the one already explained, 
where the साध्य has नियतसाहचर्य with हेतु. Its two subdivisions, 
पर्वपक्षव्यापि and लसिद्धान्तसिद्धव्यापि, seem to be invented chi 
for dialectical purposes and are of no scientific value Each 
of these classes comprises a number of definitions arra: 
on a system of gradation, the simpler preceding the more: 
difficult. Of these the सि ान्तसिद्धव्याप्िऽ are comparatiy 
few and simple; but the other class comprises those 
which Indian schoolmen like Raghunatha and Gad 
have exhausted their whole dialectical ingenuity. The el 
of पूर्वपक्षव्यापिऽ comprises in all twenty-one definitions, of wh 
five form one group called पञच्चलकश्चणी, fourteen another 
called चतुर्दशलश्चणी, and the last two are independent, h 
the quaint names कंहटक्षण and व्याघ्रलक्षण respectively. 
five definitions in पञश्चलक्षणी together with the last two, 
like the first of Visvanatha noticed above, based on the 
or अभाव of साध्य, do not apply to केवलान्वयि inferences, । 
are accepted only by the school of Gangega. The fourt 
definitions comprising चतदरटक्चषणी are applicable to all 
three kinds of inferences, as they are based on the do 
that things might be as well defined by properties they 
not possess as by those they do. The doctrine was firs 
enunciated by Saundadopadhyaya, and is technically 
as व्याधिकरणधर्माव छिन्ना माव. These details are quite + 
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_ to frighten away an ordinary student from the tangled web 
_ of dialectic subtlety, named व्या्िवाद्‌, that has been woven 
_ round the broad and quite intelligible rule, नियतसाहच्य 
"व्याप्तिः, Annambhatta has wisely kept clear of all this mass of 
_ superfluous refinement by contenting himself with a simple 
definition suited to a manual for beginners. 


16. The other kind of व्याति 18 व्यातिरेकव्यामि and is the con- 
ee verse of the अन्वयव्या्ि. व्यातिरेकव्या ति is ex- 
70 plained by S. C. as व्यतिरेकः  साध्याभावहेत्व- 
भावयोः साहचयम्‌ ततप्रयाच्या ( व्यातिरेकेण ) व्याप्तिः. 
Every अन्वयत्याति has a व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति 001168- 
_ ponding to it, because if व्याप्यत्यापकभाव exists between हेतु and 
साध्य, it must also exist between their negations taken in the 
inverse order. Thus ifthe proposition यत्र 7a धूमस्तत्र तत्र वद्धिः 18 
true, its converse 73 यञ्च वद्वयभावस्तत्र ततर धूमाभावः must also 
be true. The difference between the two is that while in 
अन्वयव्यात्त, साध्य is व्यापक and हेतु व्याप्य, in a व्यतिरेकत्यासि 
16 हेत्वभाव becomes व्यापक, and साध्याभाव becomes व्याप्य. 
In other words the premise stands as if we are 
_ actually inferring warara, from वन्ड्यभाव. It is clear 
_ therefore that thesame proposition यत्च बन्डयभावस्तच् धूमाभावः 
would be व्यातिरेकव्याति if the resulting अदुमिति is Taal वद्धिमान्‌, 
and would be an अन्वयव्याति if the अदुमिति is पर्वतो धूमाभाववान्‌, 
the in the latter case being बह्वयभाव. Udayana according- 
ly defines व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति as साध्यामावव्यापकी शरूताभावप्रातियोगित्वम्‌, 
which Visvandtha puts in simple language “ साध्याभावव्यापकत्वं 
हेत्वभावस्य यद्धवेत्‌. '" There is much difference of opinion about 
"teak, which will be noticed when we come to the 
व्यतिरेकि अचमान ; but it may be remarked here that according 
‘tomany Indian scholastics, and according to European 
logicians generally, व्यातिरेकव्याति is not a different व्यापि but a 
Mere restatement of the अन्वय obtained by a sort of conver- 
sion of the major premise. The process however is not 
‘simple conversion, but corresponds to what Prof. Bain calls 
Obverted Conversion or Contraposition. The predicate in a 
Universal Affirmative proposition being always more ex- 
tensive than the subject, it requires to be either limited or 
obverted when the proposition is converted. Hence the con- 
Version of an A proposition always requires two processes, 
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first Obversion and then Conversion. Obversion is the d 

of the predicate, while Conversion is the transposition 

subject and the predicate. Thus to give Prof. Bain’s o 

example of the Olw2rtive Conversion of an A proposition, 
All X is Y 


gives by Obversion 
No X is not-Y 

which by simple Conversion ( of E ) is 
No not-Y is X. 

Or 
All men are mortal ; 
by Obv.=No men are immortal ; 
by Conv.=No immortals are men. 

Now let us put the Nydya stock-instance into | 
general form All Xis Y, and we shall see how the 
process gives us its व्यातिरेकव्यािः-- 

at यो ध्रमवान स स वद्धिमाच = ^1] smoking things are fi 
By (8४. = यो यो धूमवान्‌ 

स सन वन्दयभाववान्‌ = smoking things are non-fiery 
By ०४. = यो यो बन्दयभाववान्‌ 

| =No non-fiery things’ 
ससन धूमत्रान्‌ or smoking. 
यो यो बन्डाभाववान स धूमाभाववान्‌ 

It will be thus seen that & व्यातिरेकव्याति is only a 
tion of the अन्वयव्याप्ति in another form of language, and ¢ 
sequently no change is made in the nature of the proof भ 
the ‘Baraat by its substitution for the अन्वयव्याकि. Somet 
and especially in a केवलव्यातिरेोफ inference where अन्वयः 
cannot be had it is very useful, and hence it has been 
cognized as a distinct species. 








re 
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Inference is cf two kinds:--One’s Own and Another's. 
Of these. One's Own is the source of one’s own inference ; 
since a man having himself ascertained by frequent ob 
servation the generalization, wherever there is smcke there is fire 
a as ma kitchen, approaches a mountain, and suspecting Sire 
thereon and seeing smoke on the mountain, remembers 
the generalization, wherever there 1s smcke there is fire. 
4 Then the knowledge is produced that the mountain has snioke 
accompanied by fire. This is called Consideration. Thence 
§ arises the inference, viz. the knowledge that mountuin 18 fiery. 
This is One’s Oun inference. When, however, after inferring 
fire from smoke oneself, a five-membered syliogism 18 employed ©. 
enlighten another person, itis Another’s inference : e.g. Mountain 
is fiery, because it smokes; whatever smokes is fiery as a kitchen; 
this is so; hence this is fiery. By this means even another man 
apprehends fire from a sign ( so ) prepoundcd. 


















1. The division of अनुमान into स्वार्थं and परार्थ, though not 
4 Be ace for ore found in the aphorisms of Gotama or Kana- 
| self and for im. 22 18 considerably old, being first mention- 
other. ed in Prasastapada’s scholium. कः 
mologically स्वार्थं and पराथं respectively mean what is intend- 
‘ed for oneself and what is for another ( स्वस्य परस्य वा अर्थः परयो- 
‘ad यस्मात्‌ तत्‌ ) ; but they can be better named /njermal and 
formal, or primary and secondary respectively. स्वार्थाचमान 
is useful for removing one’s own doubt, while qaigara is 
By employed when a conviction is sought to be produced in 
_ the mind of another. परार्थानुमान therefore presupposes 
and is based upon a zarurgara, for one man cannot con- 
vince another without being first convinced himself. 
The distinction between the two is founded on the 
४ presumption that as in 8 स्वार्थानुमान we desl with pre- 
mises immediately known to us and derived from our Own 
experience, we do not require them to be stated with exact | 
formality, while in a परार्थानुमान, the premises which are 
discovered by one man and imparted to another through 
the medium of ianguage are liable to be misunderstcod 
or misconstrued, and therefore require to be stated with | 
recision.) The speaker cannot express himself fully and 
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clearly, or the hearer may be incapable of comprehendi 
his meaning, or he may be misled by his own pre-conceived 
notions, or the words used may be ambiguous or: incorrect, 
too general or too narrow in sense. There is in fact a greater 
likelihood of what we cail fallacies of language being commit- 
ted and other fg¥acies being disguised in 8 परार्थं than ina 
स्वार्थं अनुमान ; and hence the condition is laid down in the 
former that each proposition must be stated in a prescribed 
form. The etymological sense of the two words has therefore ` 
merged into the later and more intelligible distinction 
between the two kinds of inference, namely, that पराथानुमान 
is syllogistic or formal, and that स्वार्थ is the opposite of it, 
N. 8. defines them as न्यायप्रयोज्यं and न्यायाप्रयोज्यं respectively, 
meaning that न्याय or syllogism is essential to a परार्थं but not a 
to a स्वार्थं अनुमान. Similarly Dharmottaracdrya, the ` 
commentator on Nyaya, Bindu, remarks पराथानुमानं शब्दात्मकं । ` 
स्वाथाल॒मानं तु ज्ञानात्मकमेव.! | Pragastapda also says पञ्वावयतरेन 
चाक्येन स्वानिश्चताथंप्रतिपादनःं पराथीनुमानम्‌.2 


2 Of the two kinds the term अनुमान is properly applica- _ 


ble to the स्वार्थं only, for it is the real करण of अनुमिति, 
Whether we take the अवुमितिकरण to be fagara, व्यातिन्ञान ० ` 
परामर्ा्तान, it is undoubtedly ज्ञानात्मक as the स्वार्थं is, while 
परार्थं being शब्दात्मक should naturally fall under शब्दपरमाण. But 
quatgar is included under अनुमान for the sake of con- 
venience. The explanation given by the author of Nyaya 
Bindu is कारणे कायोपचारात्‌, "116 word अनुमान isused in a second- ` 
ary sense to denote परार्थं which is वचनात्भक because the वचन ` 
(syllogism) is the cause of conveying to the hearer’s mind ` 
(yaa which is the real अनुमान. ` The aaa ina war 
चमान is the notion पर्वतो वद्धिमान्‌ generated in the hearer’s 
mind. This notion is not conveyed to him directly by words ` 
88 in जाब्दबोध, but he is made to infer it from a previous 
notion similarly conveyed by the words बद्धिव्याप्यध्रमवान्‌ पर्वतः. 
This latter notion exactly corresponds to the परामर्ो in 8 
स्वाथाचुमान, and is likewise a combination of व्याति and Tawa 
तात्तान. Hence the definition of अनुमिति, viz. परामर्खाजन्यं ज्ञानम्‌ 
applies to a vicarious ( परार्थं ) judgment as much as to an 
original ( स्वार्थ )one. The real करण of this पराथ्वुमिति is then 


1 Nyaya-Bindu-Tcka, Bibl. Ind., p. 21. : 
2 P. 8. ed. p. 231. 
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-the notion of पराम or व्यात्ति or लिङ्ग as comprehended by the 
“hearer ; but we have no knowledge of this notion except 
through the न्याय or syllogism which produced it. Hence the 
 -अनुमितिकरणत्व which really belongs to the notion in the mind 
| of the listener is attributed to its cause the पञ्चावयववाक्य by 
 asortof लक्षणा or उपचार. Nilakantha therefore remarks:-- 
 -ययपि परार्थादुमानराब्दस्य परस्य मध्यस्थस्यार्थः पयोजन arearaaaed 
यस्मादिति :य॒त्पत्या परसमवेतालामितिकरणलिङ्गपरामर्शो ऽर्थः | अत एव स्वार्था- 
 नुमितिपरार्थातुमित्योरिङ्गपरामरशां एव॒ करणमित्यायथिमखलमपि साधु aq 
च्छते । तथापि पराथानुमानप्रयोजके पश्चावय्ववाक्ये परार्थादुमानशब्दस्यौप- 
, चारिकः प्रयोग इति मनसिकृत्य मरूटमवतारयाति. Nilakantha means 
_ that the author is not inconsistent in calling here the पञ्चा- 
 `वयववाक्य the qWraiaata, and again in stating subsequently 

that लिङ्गपरामर्खा 15 the करण of both स्वार्थं and परार्थं अनुमिति, 
“because {€ ०8९ of the word पराथावुमान to denote the syllogism 
is only secondary. Except in this one particular, both kinds 
of inferences agree in all respects, and the same rules and 
conditions apply to both equally. The distinction between the 
“two is useful for no other purpose than to emphasize the fact 
that, though in practice the syllogistic form, i. e. € पराथालमान, 
absorbs almost all our attention owing to its being subject to 
tules of logic, the mental process called watataata, whether 
original or induced by words in the hearer’s mind, constitutes 
e real inferential operation. Practically every mental 
operation can be clothed in words, while on the other 
hand every syllogism presupposes a mental inference ; 80 
both are one, or rather they form two parts of the same 
process of inference.) Consequently Aristotle takes account 
of syllogism only, ignoring the रवाथानुमिति altogether, and 
the Naiytyikas also have done the same. Prof. Max 
Miller is therefore totally wrong when he remarks :— १.4 
“What is called by Annambhatta the conclusion for one- 4 
Self, corresponds folidem verbis with the first form of Pe ध 3 
Aristotle’s syllogism. What is called the conclusion for ‘ 
thers seems more irregular on account of its five members, 
and of the additional instances which seem to vitiate the 
` शण्डा.) It appears that Prof. Max Miller like many 
other Western scholars failed to understand the real signi- 
‘ficance of the division of स्वार्थं and परार्थ. 








1 Thomson's Laws of Thought Appendix ए, 293. 
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3. Annambhatta gives a circumstantial and fairly accur 
description of the process by which we first infer fi 
a smoking mountain, and then communicate our knowled 
to another in the same order. We first observe smoke 
the mountain, then suspect that there is fire, and then re= 
member the व्याक्ति ; at last joining this व्यातिस्मरण with the 
पश्चधर्मताक्ञान got by actual perception, we obtain the complex — 
परामक् denoted by वह्धिव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ waa: This परामरां is 
variously called लिङ्गपरामङं or ततीयाटिङ्गपरामङ. S. C. expla 
the former term as =anaaaa sand गमयतीति eq तच धमादि- 
स्तस्य पराम ज्ञानाविज्ञाषः ‘ knowledge of लिङ्क in the pecuil 
form defined as a quest.’ It is also called तृतीयलिङ्गपरामल्ञं 
because it is the last of the three cognitions of smoke that” 
are requisite for the inference of fire. The first cognition 
is the knowledge of smoke as associated with fire in the 
kitchen room ( महानसादौ ) ; the second is the perceptive 
knowledge of smoke on the mountain and the third is” 
the complex and derived knowledge of the same smoke as 
invariably concomitant with fire.’ This raat necessarily 
gives birth to स्वाथाचाभति. When this process is put in the 
form of a syllogism for the edification of another it 
comes 8 पराथायुमान. 


4. There are however other classifications of ATA णः 
क are based on real distinctions. Gola 
of nferonee ons divides अलुमान into three kinds\—gsaa 
काषवत and सामान्यतो दष्ट. This divis 
appears to be the most ancient as well as the most gene’ 
accepted Gad 15 Ta कारण तद्त्‌, वारणाटङ्गकामन्यथ 
ing from cause to effect,’ as aninference from the appearance 
of thick clouds that a shower of rain will ensue, because 
clouds are known to cause rain. होषवत्‌ 18 शेषः कायं तद्वत्‌, 
कार्यलिङ्गकं, यथा नदटद्धया उद्चनुमानम्‌, an inference of a pas 
shower of rain from the overflow of the river, because 
latter is known to be the effect of the former. सामान्यतो 
comprises all other inferences that are neither from cal 
_ to effect nor from effect to cause. Vatsyayana adds anoth 
` interpretation of the words, according to which the 
tive marks of the three varieties differ slightly. A 


1 8. C. loc. cit. and वृ. K. Bom. ed. ए. 10-1. 
< 3G: 8.4%; 1.5; 









































ing to this second interpretation,' पर्ववत्‌ 18 an inference from 
8 precedent, १. €. › an inference of one from the other of 
_ two things that were formerly observed to be closely asso- 
ciated together. The ordinary inference of fire on the 
| mountain from smoke, and in fact all deductions proper are 
ofthis kind. जेषवत्‌ is the inference by elimination, ४. ९. 
_ the determination of an object to be something because it 
isnot any other thing, just as sound is proved to be ॐ 

‘quality because though a product it is neither substance 
nor action. सामान्यतो दृष्ट 18 the deduction of the nature of 
an invisible thing from a general law previously known, such 
asthe law of causality. Soul for instance is invisible, 
~ but its existence is proved by the necessity that are and 
other qualities must reside in a substance according to the- 
general law that every quality must have a substratum. 
सामान्यतो ze is thus in one sense opposed to पूर्ववत्‌, the latter, 
as Vacaspati remarks, being दष्टस्वलक्षणसामान्याविषय, while 
the former is अदृष्टस्वलक्षणसामान्य विषय. पूर्ववत्‌ 18 the inference 
of an object whose peculiar property (स्वलक्षण); which is 8180. 
the common characteristic ( सामान्य ) of its class such as the 
ataea of वाहि, is previously observed ( इष्ट ), while the स्वलक्षण 
of an invisible object inferred by सामान्यतो दष्ट is never 


generalization ( अन्वयव्याति ) ; while शेषवत्‌ differs from them 
both in being based ona negative generalization (उ्यातिरेकव्याि). 


5. Another division of अनुमान is into three kinds, केवला- 


being the affirmative or negative character of the हेतु or 
rather of the व्याति, 4 judgment derived from an अन्वपि हेतु or 
a स्यातिरोफे हेतु alone is केवलान्वाधि or केवटत्यतिरोके, while one 
to which both kinds of हेत are applicable is उभय or 
अन्वयत्यातिरोके. The difference between this classification 
and the former one is that while the former is based 
partly on the nature of the conclusion or अलमिति, and 





i 8 
% 1 Vat. on ©. 8. ४ 1,5. 
2 Sankhya-T. K. p. 16. 
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perceived. Vdcaspati classes these two kinds under one 
head, atataara, that is, an inference through an affirmative 


wat, केवलव्यतिरेकि, and अन्वयत्यतिरोकि, the fundamentum divisions | 


_ Partly on the mode of reasoning employed, the ‘agg is- 
_ entirely based on the character of the करण or ef. The- 
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distinction of अन्वय and व्यतिरेक pertains to the हेतु alone an 
not to the resulting judgment which is the same wheth 
derived from an अन्वाये or a व्यातिरोके हेतु. Annambhatia therefore 
very properly treats this last classification as a division of 
लिङ्ग and not that of अनुमान. ) The first classification also 
seems to have rather gone out of fashion with the modern 
school of Naiyadyixas, owing probably to its vagueness and : 
want of a common principle of division. The distinction ` 
between स्वार्थं and परार्थं inferences was probably invented by 
the Vaisesikas. 


6. Prasastapada sub-divides स्वार्थं अनुमान into दृष्ट and 
सामान्यतो Zz, the difference between the two being that, in 
@@ the inferred thing is exactly of the same kind as its 
prototype, as when we infer a cow from our previous know- 
ledge of cows having dew-laps, while in सामान्यतो दृष्ट a property 
is inferred in a thing from its observation ina quite different 
kind of thing, as causality is inferred in dead matter because 
it is observed in animals.* There is probably a confusion — 
of ideas here, for the illustration ग दृष्ट is more like a case 
of सविकल्पप्रत्यक्ष or amere स्मरण than an inference proper 
while the example of the second is only a particular 


application of the general: method of inference as described 
above 


7. Having noticed the different kinds of अनुमान mentioned 

प > by Sanskrit writers, it will be useful to 
a a hg *he compare these classifications with those 
of Aristotle and the modern European 

-logicians. The most obvious defect in the Nyayu system and 
one that has been chiefly dwelt upon by its European critics 
_is the non-recognition of anything corresponding to what 
we now 081] inductive reasoning. The same objection formed 
‘the gist of Lord Bacon's indictment against Aristotle and 
‘the logic of medizwval schoolmen; but a closer study of 
Aristotle’s work has now shown that 13 did not actually 
ignore induction but attached less importance to it than 
we are prone to do now. The same thing is true of the Nyaa 
“system. Like Aristotle, Naiyayikas were aware 0% the 








1 See Sect. 48, Notes 3 & 4 p. 287. Infra, 
2 P. B, Ben. ed. p. 205. 
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inductive method, but considered it as subservient to the- 
purposes of deduction which was the “gata proper. Every~ 
। deduction is based on 8 generalization, and this generalization. 
is obtained by an accumulation of particular instances by a. 
process known as induction. A Naiyayika would therefore. 
yalue induction only as a means for discovering व्याति which 
is necessary for a proper अनुमान. How then is this Induction 
treated of in the Nydya system ? To get an answer to this 
question we must consider the Naiydyika doctrine as to how 
a व्यापि is obtained. 


8. It will be remembered that व्यापि was defined as taqa-- 
साहचर्य of हेतु and साध्य; and the exact 
(+ meaning of this phrase was also explain- 
ed. But how are we to make ourselves 
sure of this नियतसाहचर्य ? What is in fact the means of arriy- 
ing at,and the test of determining this invariability of 
concomitance ? Annambhatta supplies the answer to this 
question in Sec. 45. ‘In describing स्वार्थाजुमान he says that 
व्याति is obtained by repeated observation of the association 
of fire with smoke, or in other words by the accumulation 
of numerous instances in which this association is found. 
But this would certsinly not suffice to give us a valid व्याति 
Observation of a fact, howsoever often repeated, is no 
guarantee against the possibility of the existence of a. 
contrary fact. We may observe the association of fire and 
smoke in ninety-nine cases, but we cannot from thence 
conclude that it must exist in the hundredth case also. It 
is impossible for one man to examine ali the cases of 8. 
particular nature, and our widest generalizations are there- 
fore based on a limited number of instances. The possibi- 
lity of a contrary fact, therefore, still remains and the ae 
remains at best a doubtful hypothesis. To prevent this 
स्याभिचार, T. D. adds that the knowledge of साहचय produces 
व्याप्ति not by itself, but when combined with the absence of 
the knowledge of व्यभिचार (contradiction ). The नियम of 
साहचर्यं which constitutes व्याति is therefore defined as अव्याभे- 
चरितत्व, ‘ absence of any contradiction ;’ that is, in order to 
know व्याति not only is it necessary to observe the associa- 
tion of fire and smoke in numerous instances, but there 
पप्र not also be a single instance in which smoke is found: 
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dissociated from fire. साहचयत्तान and व्याभिचारज्ञानाषरह ari 
therefore the two causes of the knowledge of व्यापि, anda 
‘such correspond to the Method of agreement and the Method 
of difference that are employed in Induction. These two 
are not however collateral or independent causes of व्याति, 
‘but the latter is subservient tothe former, and both constitute 

one joint cause. The process therefore closely resembles 
Mill's Joint Method of agreement and difference. ' 


9. Now व्याभिचारज्ञान may be the certainty of a contrary” 
fact or a mere suspicion, because both are ` 
` peplamam equally effecti vein destroyi ng the certainty ५ 
of व्याि. Again, the व्याभेचारा्नश्चय may 6 
well-grounded; or ill-grounded ; if the former, it is true, and 
the व्याति is invalid. If it is ill-grounded, or if there is only a 
suspicion of व्यभिचार, it can be dispelled either by reason 
ing or by a sort of intuitive knowledge. Instances of the 
latter are what we call necessary truths, such as the axioms 
of Geometry which are self-evident and require no proof. 

When they are not 80, they can be proved to be true by the 
reductio ad absurdum method of reasoning which is called 
त्क 1 Nyaya* Take for example the उ्याि, Ta TAS Te 
Tf this is not true, its contradictory, viz. that smoke is 
sometimes not accompanied by fire, must be true. Then 
in those cases where smoke is found without fire, 1६ m 
have for its cause something else. Hence fire is not 1 
invariable antecedent of smoke and it cannot therefore be 
its cause, which is inconsistent with our knowledge that 
- fire is the cause of smoke. The conclusion being thus absurd, 
+€ assumption from which it was derived must be wrong. 
and its contradictory, namely the व्याति, must be right. In 
this way by means of an assumed hypothesis ( दक ), ग 
when carried to its legitimate conclusion leads to कार 
कारणभङ्गः of fire and smoke, we prove the invariable conco- 
mitance of those two things. The reductio ad absurdum 
reasoning consists in taking for granted an hypot! 
exactly opposite to the proposition to be proved and 
drawing from it a conclusion which is evidently false, 





1 Mill : System of Logic. People’s Ed. ए. 259, 
. | 28ee Sec. LKIV Note 3, ए. 361 infra. | 




































ECT. XLV: ] Notes. 259 
Tea 9 - ; 

the falsity of which vitiates the hypothesis and thus proves 
its contradictory. In this way व्याति too may be said to be 
indirectly obtained by अदुमान;) In the particular instance 
` of fire and smoke, we can indeed derive the generalization 
of their invariable concomitance from 8 still wider generali- 
gation, namely the law of causality, by the direct syllogi- 
tic method, thus:— 
Every effect is invariably associated with its cause ; 


Smoke is the effect of fire ; 
, Smoke is invariably associated with fire. 


But this syllogism is quite different from the तक des- 
_ gribed above and ‘is practically useless as itinvolves anargu- 
mentinacircle. If smoke is invariably associated with 
~ fire, because it is the effect of fire, how do we know that it 
is such an effect ? This कार्यकारणभाव ° smoke and fire can 
only be deduced from the observed invariable concomitance 
of the two, snd hence the syllogism is defective as assum- 
ing a minor premise that is really deriv ed from the conclu- 
sion, The saw therefore must ultimately rest on the साहचर्य 
क1# its accessary व्याभिचारज्ञानविरह. 
-0. The तक by which उयाि is obtained finds its analogy 
: in Aristotle’s system where he attempts 
^ ` "ब syllO- tg prove that induction is only a variety 
2 of syllogism. The central idea of the 
syllogism, as defined by Aristotle, is that of a conclusion 
following from given premises by necessary sequence,—an 
idea, by the way, which is already implied in the Naiyayika 
doctrine that परामश is the करण of aaa. To bring induc- 
tion under syllogism it must be shown that the generaliza- 
_ tion follows as a necessary consequence from the premises, 
‘viz. the accumulation of particular instances. The proposi- 


sas of a horse, an ass, etc. Here 


। १९९०९९१ from particular ca 
_ Aristotle assumes that we have ascertained the attribute to 
and that the inductive in- 


belong to ali the particulars, 
ference consists merely in passing from all of them to the 


class-term, «nimi. The passage from premises to  con- 
elusion is here necessary, for to grant the premise and yet 
_ to deny the conclusion involves & contradiction, १, e. the तकं 
of Nyaya. The fallacy of this reasonin 


tion for instance that all bile-less animals are long-livedis , 
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the deduction per saltum fron a few particulars to the whol 
class. Mr. Grote’s criticism on it is so just and so pertinent 
to our subject that the passage is worth quoting:-— 

“ We can never” says Grote ^“ observe ail the particulars of 
a class, which is indefinite as to number of particulars and defini 
only in respect of the attributes connected by the class term. Wi 
can only observe some of the particulars, a greater or smaller pro- 
portion. Now it is in the transition from these ¢o totality of 
particulars that the real inductive inference consists: not in the 
transition from the totality to the class-term which denotes to- 
tality and connotes its determining common attribute. In fact — 
the distinction between the totality of particulars and the mean- 
ing of class-term is one not commonly attended to; though it is 
worthy of note in an analysis of the intellectual process, and is 
therefore brought to view by Aristotle,’’ 1 


11. This is exactly what is implied in the objection stat- 
edinT. D. सकलवद्धिधमयोरसंनिकषत्कथं व्याति- 
4 ` अहः. The objection shows that the Naiya- 
ytkas clearly saw the error into which 
Aristotle fell, and they tried to escape from it in a way 
peculiar to themselves. The difficulty is two-fold. In the 
first place, there is the obvious impossibility of our obser 
ing ०८८ the particulars denoted by the class-term ( €. ¢. धम 8 
and secondly, even granting that we have ascertained ail the 
cases, how do we arrive at the general notion of व्याति, com’ 
prising those cases but certainly distinct from them? A 
वद्धिसाहचर्य may be seen to exist in this case, and in that, 
and in a third, and so on; but how do we get the superadd- 
ed knowledge that it exists everywhere ? The notion 0 
everywhere is distinct from and additional to the totality 
of particular cognitions. The expedient by which th 
two-fold difficulty is avoided by the Naiyayikas is very 
characteristic, and at once distinguishes them from Aristotle, | 
who regards induction asa mode of syllogism, and als 
from modern logicians like Mill, who regard it as an ind 
pendent method of reasoning. J.S. Mill defines Induction 
that operation of the mind by which we infer that wh: 
we know to be true in a particular case or cases will be tri 
in all cases.which resemble the former in Gertain assign 
respects.”” Like Deduction Induction too is a process Of 
: 1 Grote’s Aristotle, Vol. I, ए. 278. ४ ee 
2 Mill; System of Logic, People’s Ed., p. 188. 
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inference, proceeding from the known to the unknown, the 
unknown in its case being the general notion which is derived 
from the known particulars. Naiyay:kas however will not 
_ accept this, because they regard Induction not as an infer- 
_encebutasa kind of extraordinary perception ( प्रत्यासत्ति ). 
_ 1.D. says that although we can never actually observe aif 
। the cases in which fire is associated with smoke,the invari- 
_ able concomitance obtaining between the class fire and the 
। ¢lasssmoke is known by the wa@tteemeaa called सामान्य 
eau प्रत्यासात्ति. This kind of extracrdinary perception has. 
_ already been explained as the process by which after perceiv- 
_ ing an individual thing such as a घट, we at once cognize. 
its जाति घटत्व, by the law of association. When two things 
are closely associated together, the perception of one neces- 
_ sarily leads to the immediate apprehension of the other. 
_ This is not an inference, for there is neither पराम, nor any 
हत, It is not also ordinary perception, because there is no 
 इन्दरियसंानिकषं with smoke in all the cases. The process is there-. 
fore something intermediate between perception proper and 
- inference proper, guasi—perception, or a quasi—inference. 
Tard is thus a kind of immediate inference, and is there- 
ore more akin to perception than to Agar which is concerned 
with mediate truths only. But how is this explanation to 
be reconciled with the preceding statement of T. D. that 
व्यापि is proved by तर्क or reductio ad absurdum mode of 
‘Teasoning ? The answer is that it is not व्याति that is known 
by ae or any other syllogistic mode of reasoning, as Aristo- 
€seems to say, but it is the व्याभेचारावेरह that 18 80 known. 
व्यापि is directly produced by ateawaata which is the result 
f actual perception, while the तकं which proves व्यभिचारज्ञान- 
परह 18 accessory to it only so far as it dispels all doubts, 
and makes the knowledge of साहचर्यं 8 certainty. It is not 
therefore correct to say that Naiyayikas did not know 
Inductive reasoning. They were quite aware of it and have 
‘ven described it pretty. accurately ; but they included it 
under प्रत्यक्ष, This is quite clear from Kegava Miéra’s 
statement, तथा च सत्युपाध्यभावजानितसंस्कारसहक्तेन श्रयोदर्शनजनित- 
संस्कारसदरूतेन साहचर्य्ाहिणा पत्यक्षेणव धूमागन्योर्व्यापिरवधार्यते.' अनु- 
is essentially a mediate judgment, and cannot therefore 


: 1T. B. Bom, ed, p. 35. 
३4 
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include a generalization which is known smmediately. Ag 
this generalization has no use of its own beyond serving 
9 basis for a further deduction. Whether they were wrong 
right in thus excluding Induction from inference proper is; 
different question, and need not occupy us here 


12. Other varieties of अहमान mentioned in a preceding ni 
४ may also find their equivalents in 9 
4 ०५- 687 logic. पर्ववत्‌ is deduction proper; 
and Western logic. While arareaalee is either a deduction, 
induction in the wider sense of the term 
used by Mill, namely, inference «from several particulars, 
not to a generality, but to a distinct particular. शोषवत्‌ 
is the process of elimination, which closely resembles 
Plato’s method of Logical Division. Aristotle regarded 
Logical Division as only a fragment of the syllogistic pro- 
cess: and similarly Naiyayikas class शोषवत्‌ under 5 
अनुमान. The three-fold division of अहुमान into अन्वाय, व्यति- 
रोके and उभयि chiefly concerns the @g, and is suffici- 
ently accounted for by the obversion and conversion 


propositions’. 





Sscr, XLVI. पञ्चावयवाः. 


T22 five members are:—-1 Proposition, 2 Reason, 3 Examples, 
4 Application and 5 Conclusion. Mountain ts fiery,—this 
Propositiom Because it has smoke,—this is Reason. Whatever 
smokes etc.—this is Example. This is like tt,—this ts Apphi- 
cation. Hence it is so,—this is Conclusion 


1. Having distinguished the परार्थामान from the ara in 
the preceding section, the author now goes — 
“wee on to enumerate its five component parts 
परार्थानुमान is technically called a न्याय, whi 

is defined as MIA कप्रतिक्ञादेसष्दायः ‘collection of the five propos — 
tions, प्रतित्ता-€॥७.1 a regular order.’ Gangesa 6607168 न्याय me 
accurately as अतुपितिच एम कारणटिङ्गपरामश्पथाजकशब्दन्ञा 
कथम्‌, ‘ a proposition or a series of propositions producing 





1 Visvanatha: Gotama -Sutra = Vritti, 1, 5, } 
2 See Note 16 under Sect. 44, ए. 251, Supra. 
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verbal knowledge which gives rise to the पगमर्ञ (४, ९. 10 
the hearer’s mind) which is the last and immediate cause of 
अनुमिति. ' In other words न्याय is a series of propositions that 
produce in another’s mind the same kind of पञ्चवर्मताज्ञान as 
_ has already b2en produced in the speaker’s mind by his own 
mental 16880010} This fairly corresponds to Aristotle’s 
। notion of syllogism which is defined “a speech(or enunciation) 
inwhich certain things (the premises ) being supposed, 
something different from what is supposed(¢.e the conclusion,) 
follows of necessity; and this solely in virtue of the supposi- 

tions themselves.” 1 Unlike Aristotle however who gives 
three premises to the syllogism, (the Naiyayikas make it 
consist of five parts or limbs ( अवयव ), namely, Assertion 
Maat) , Reason ( हेतु ), Proposition or Example ( उदाहरण ), 
ध Application ( उपनय ) and Deduction or Conclusion ( निगमन ). 
_ Assertion is defined as साध्निददेशः ‘the declaration of the 
साध्य as existing on the va’? or साध्यवत्तया पश्चवचनं, as T. D. 
uts it, ˆ speaking of पश्च as possessing the area.’ Its purpose 
‘to prepare the hearer beforehand as to what thing he 
Should expect to ba proved by the'syllogism, and itis therefore 
analogous to the Problema or Questio of the older European 
08101878. After the -Assertion is made, one is naturally 
mpted to ask, whence, or why, or what evidence ; and their 
mswer to this query is the Reason which declares'the mark 
or evidence that proves the existence of साध्य on पक्ष, and 
hich is generally but not necessarily in the ablative case. 
very word in the ablative is of course not,a हतु, as 
or instance, in the sentence AY न दण्डात्‌ । दण्डसंयोग- 
जन्यद्रव्यत्वात्‌, दण्डात्‌ is not a. हेत, although the word 
in the ablative, because it does not declare the 
4 Here it may be remarked that the two words इत 
and लिङ्ग, though oftea used indiscriminately, slightly differ 
` Meaning, लिङ्गः being the mark such as धूम, while हेतु is the 

Faaqaq ‘ the sentence which declares that mark.” 
the लिङ्ग as expressed in the हेतुबाक्य may be similar or 
dissimilar to the साध्य, and thus the हेत is of two kinds अन्वयि 





i Aristotle Prior. A nilyt. Bk. i, Ch, 1, Sec. 7 
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and उ्यातिरोक्षि. When the Reason is given, the question wo 
naturally arise, ( Why should the सिङ्ग prove that साध्य, or 
other words, what connection can there be between the fire and 
the smoke which makes us infer the one from the other ? To. 
satisfy this query, the third premise दृष्टान्त or उदाहरण ` 

employed to show the invariable concomitance of fire and 
smoke. Well, says the objector, let there be this invariable 
concomitance, but how is it relevant to the point before us ४ 
To show this the व्याति is incorporated with प्रतिन्ता and हेतु and” 
the combination results in TTAst which is expressed by th 
fourth sentence, Application or "उपनय. The last, vi 
Conclusion, brings together all these several elements into 
one proposition, and thus enables the hearer to comprehe 
the result at once. निगमन is defined by Gofama as the 
repetition of the sf@at as proved by the @a,' and Vatsyayana 
explains it as निगम्यन्ते समथ्यंन्ते संबध्यन्तऽनेन प्रतित्ताहेतुदाहरणो- 
चनया एकजाति निगमनम्‌. Its purpose, says T.D ,is to exclu 
the possibility of any uncertainty or contradiction as to the 
existence of साध्य. The last three will be obviously eit: 
positive or negative according as the हेतु is अन्वाये or Alas. तिं 


2. The forms of these five premises are also settled 

convention. First there is the Asser 
one five pre- पर्वतो at@ata, in which the पक्ष ( पर्वत | 
: the subject, andthe साध्य is spoken of 88 
its property. The Reason is generally in the ablative, 
sometimes in the instrumental also. The व्याति or I 
position has two forms; in one the साध्य and साधन whose 
concomitance is spoken of are used as properties of the 
common substratum, which is the subject in both the principal 
and the relative sentences, as in यो यो Yaad स वह्धिमान्‌ 
while in the other form the substratum is put in the locative: 
andthe साध्य 92 साधन are expressed in the nominat: 
as in य्न यच्च धूमस्तत्र तत्र ae: Of these the first 18 
ferred as agreeing with the form of other premises, 
although the second expresses the sane better and 2 
naturally. The उपनयवाक्य has of course the पक्ष for its | 
ject with the साध्यव्याप्यहेतु as its qualifying attribute, 
is indicated by the general formula तथा चायम्‌, अयम्‌ । 
ing the पक्ष and तथा its qualification. The निगमन does 


` 16.8.71. 1, 34-5. 
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| differ in form from the परतिज्ञा, but that it is different in 
 geality is plainly indicated by its formula तस्मात्‌ तथा, in 
which तथा denotes the sense conveyed by the परतिज्ञा, and 
(तस्मात्‌ sums up the result of the intermediate premises.) 


3. The five-membered न्याय as described above considerably 
Bian and differs from the tripartite syllogism of 
the Aristotelian Aristotle, but a little consideration will 
syllogisms com- = show that the difference lies more in the 
bee form than in the essence in which the 
two have been shown to agree remarkably. The most 
obvious distinction between the two syllogisms is of course 
the different number of premises, which are five in one and 
three in the other; and as both give equally valid conclu- 
sions, one is naturally tempted to conclude that either two 
premises in the one must be superfluous or the other must 
be defective to that extent. As a matter of fact, neither 
alternative is true. Human mind being alike every where, 
it is no wonder that philosophers inthe East and the West 
independently followed the same laws of thought and 
-adopted the same process of reasoning. But though there 
is no difference in our thinking process, there is much in 
-our respective modes of conveying our thoughts to other 
Hence is it that while the essential requisites of a valid 
inference are the same according to both Gotama and Aris- 
totle, their manner of clothing those essentials in the 
form of premises varies considerably. Aristotle’s premis- 
‘es are nothing more than the absolutely necessary consti- 
‘ent parts of an inference connected together by the 
-slender tie of mere juxtaposition. The /imbs of the Naiyayt- 
ka अलुमान on the other hand constitute a fully reasoned out 
‘argument whose parts follow one after another in their natural 
sequence. Aristotle’s premises are as it were ॐ simple 
_ -enumeration of the several steps in a deductive reasoning ; 
। < Sanskrit न्याय is a regularly constructed debate in minia- 
ture. Aristotle’s syllogism only furnishes the skeleton, and 
‘the reader or hearer fills up the interstices; in its Sanskrit 
counterpart, the speaker himself goes through sll the steps 
‘and the hearer has only to follow him. Thus one is rather 
analytical or demonstrative, the other is expository and 
orketorical. The न्याय is more useful in discovering the 
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conclusion ; Aristotle’s syllogism is better fitted to 
its validity. Each has a different purpose and isbest su 
to achieveit. In this respect, the Sanskrit न्याय is more 
akin to the rhetorical mode of argumentation which was 
popular with the Sophists before Aristotle and which at- 
tained its height in the Socratic method of cross-examina- — 
tion and Plato’s Dialectics : 


4. A Sanskrit न्याप is in fact nothing but a model dialogue 
in which the questions of one party 
omitted and are to be inferred from the 
swers given. The five-membered syllogism is. व 
designed to convince a doubting adversary whoasks 0०७७१०8. ` 
and raises objections at eachstep, which questions and objec- 
tions are answered by the successive premises. It is in fact 
an axiom with the Naiyadyzkas that there can be no argu- — 
mentation without an आकाङ्क्षा, a sort of doubt accompani 
by a desire to have it solved. But how. can there be an — 
आकाङ्क्षा in the beginning-when the debate is not yet com- 
menced and neither of the disputants has spoken. This 
आकाङ्क्षा 18 therefore artificially created by the dogmat 
assertion ( प्रतिक्ञा ) of the proposition that is to be ul 
mately proved. Gangesa in his ie 
pressly says “ कथायामाकाङ्क्षाक्रमेणाभेधानमिति प्रथमं 
Waa ‘ कुतः ` इत्याकारकरेत्वायाकाङ्क्षाभावात्‌ प्राथम्येन गतिक 
.This is the reason why the Sanskrit न्याय begins with 
प्रतिज्ञा and not, like Aristotle’s syllogism, with the | ah : 
-बाक्श or major premise; for the व्यापि ; being an uni छ is- 
puted generalization, will not give rise to any आकाङ्क्षा 
or doubt, and so the argument would never proceed. 
Sanskrit syllogism seems to be purposely framed so 
keep this आकाङ्क्षा alive until the conclusion is reached. 7 
five members of the Sanskrit न्याय thus form a series 
doubts and answers in a logical sequence, and the पराथानुमान 
ormed by them isa demonstrative deduction mainly intend- 
ed for the enlightenment of another 


5. The five-membered argument has been subjected ४ 
oon mach undeserved criticism, both for and 
01८८ pacer against it. Those seeking (brevity 

: compactness censure if .as being ॐ 
sand.clumsy form: of syllogism, while-others prefer »it to 


The Nyaya. 
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| Aristotelian syllogism as exhibiting “ a more natural mode 
of reasoning than is compatible with the compressed limits 
_ of the syllogism.”’ ’ Both the praise and the blame however 
_ are only partially true. The five-membered Ny@ya reflects 
no doubt more accurately the actual method followed ina 
_ debate, but it is for that very reason unsuited to be a test 
ofthe validity of the reasoning. The five-membered form 
। 18 प्ण more loose and affords greater facilities for falla- 
cies to creep in undetected than the compact Aristotelian 
_ syllogism. It does not provide fully for the correct in- 
 dication of the quantification, qualification and modality of 
" each proposition. The distinction between Universals and 
_ Particulars is not observed, while the distinction between 
_ Affirmative and Negative is only partially recognized in the 
। form of अन्वय and व्यतिरेक, Consequently there are no figures 
। & no moods. Aristotle starts from the generalization and 
_ inquires what conclusion can be legitimately deduced from if. 
He is therefore obliged first to determine the exact scope 
ofthe proposition that stands as the major premise and 80 
_ the most common fallacies, such as the Petitio Principit, 
_ which generally underlie the major premise, are at once 
excluded. Not so with the Natyayika who starting with the 
conclusion as a प्रातिन्ता and having to find out 6 व्याधि most 
suited to prove it, does not pay much heed to the wording of 
the उदाहरण or of any other premise so long as his mesning is 


_ to raise upon the five-membered Nyaya the splendid super- 
_ structure of Deductive Logic that Aristotle has construct- 
। ०० the basis of his syllogism. On the other hand 98 # 
controversial weapon, the five-membered syllogism is far 
superior to that of Aristotle, since it forces the debate to 
a run in a particular channel, and thus prevents the adversary 
from straying away from the point. 

 -6. It is also very well adapted for the exposition 
of simple truths to the uninstructed mind, as it requires 
RO assumption and does not tax the brain at all. 
(The best illustration of this is tobefound in Euclid’s 


- 


eometrical theoréms. Euclid’s method closely resem 
a 


1 Sir G. Haughtan’s Prodromus p- 


215, quoted :in Ballantyne’s 
f Lectures on Nyaya Philosophy. 1 ६ 3 


intelligibly conveyed. It would in fact have been impossible. 











५ Saas 
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bles the five-membered syllogism. First, there is the 
‘ypothesis or enunciation ( पतिन्ञा ) that all the Tangles o 
ॐ triangle are equal to two right angles. The three 
angles together constitute the पक्ष, and the equality to 
two right angles is the साध्य. The particular, enunciation — 
‘end the determination are only a special application of the — 
facts declared in the hypothesis. Strictly speaking the 
particular enunciation is the real प्रतिज्ञा while the hypothesis + 
is a further generalization derived from it. Then comes the — 
demonstration which first gives reasons (हेतु) and then quotes j 
authorities (उदाहरण), प्र11€ demonstration ends witha summing 
up corresponding to परामश and introduced by ‘Where’; lastly 
‘comes the conclusion ( निगमन ) beginning with ‘ Therefore,’ _ 
and identical with the enunciation. The whole 18 then 

wound up with a flourish of trumpets in the shape of a 
Quod erat demonstrandum ( Q.E. 7. ). Euclid employed 
the dialectical syllogism prevailing before Aristotle, 88 ` 
most suited to his purpose ; and a similar one was adopted _ 
by the Indian Pandits in instructing their pupils) 





7. “As already noted, the five-membered syllogism, not- 

: withstanding the difference of form, is 
1 essentially the same asthat adopted by ` 
_logism. Aristotle and the modern European logic- 
र 1808. Ina legitimate syllogism, says J. 

S. Mill, 1 1४ is essential that there should be three and 
no more than three propositions, namely, the conclusion — 
and the two (major and minor) premises. It is also 
essential that there should be three and no more than 
three terms, namely the major and the minor terms which 
respectively form the predicate and subject of the con- 
clusion, and a third one named the middle term, which 
acts as a link between the two. Similarly there are 
three and no more than three terms ina Sanskrit Nyaya, 
namely, the साध्य the major term and predicate of the con- 
clusion, T@ the minor term and subject of the conclusion, 
and लिङ्गः the middle term, which being cognized as a ware 
acts as a link to connect the साध्य with the qa. But what 
about the three and no more than three ‘propositions that 
form the syllogism ? A little examination will show that 
~~ 


~. 1 Mill : System of Logic, People’s Ed. p. 108, 
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-they too have their count.iparts in the five members of the 
400. The निगमन and परतिज्ञा are the same, and so one of 
them, the प्रतिज्ञा for instance, may be safely dispensed with. 
It has also been pointed out' that the mental operation 
corresponding to पराम and denoted by उपनय is a repetition 
or rather a particular application of the हेत, and is taken 88 
understood between the minor premise and the conclusion 
in Aristotle’s syllogism. Either उपनय or हेतु may therefore 
be omitted as superfluous. There remain thus three proposi- 
tions only, the हेतु or उपनय which is the minor premise, the 
उदाहरण which is the major one, and the निगमन or con 
-¢lusion. 


8. The component parts of the two syllogisms being the 
same, they can be easily converted into 


Mutual conver- ~ पि 
sion of the two syl- each other. Simply by transposing the 
_ logisms. two remaining premises in the five-mem- 


: bered Nyaya, we get a perfect Aristotelian 
। -syllozism in Barbara of the First Figure. Take for exam- 
ple the hackneyed instance of a smoking mountain :—— 


( प्रतिज्ञा )--पर्बतो बद्धिमान | 

(a )- धमात्‌ । 

( उदाहरण )- यो यो धूमवान्‌ स स बद्धिमान यथा महानसः | 

( उपनय )-बद्धिन्याप्यश्चमवानयं पवतः | 

( निगमन )-तस्माष्ादेमान पर्वतः | 

Omitting the परतिज्ञा, the उपनय and the illustration 


; ` यथा महानसः appended to the उदाहरण, and likewise transpos- 
_ “ing the two premises हेतु and उदाहरण, we get:— 
यो यो धूमवान्‌ स स वद्धिमान्‌ | 
‘waa = पर्वतस्य ध्रमवत्वात्‌ 
( By dropping the useless ablative १४ 
= पर्वतस्य ध्रमः or पर्वतो धरमवान्‌ । 
` तस्मात्‌ पर्वतो वद्धिमान्‌ । 
~ 
1 See Note 5 pp. 236-7 Supra. 
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When translated the premises will run:— 
Whatever smokes is fiery ; 
This mountain is a thing that smokes ; 

., This mountain is fiery. 

This is evidently a Universal Affirmative in Barbara,. 
corresponding to 

All B is A, 
All C is B, 
.. All Cis A. 

Similarly an Aristotelian syllogism in Barbara can be 
converted into the Sanskrit Nydya by the reverse process, 
namely transposition of premises and addition of प्रतिज्ञा and. 
उपनय. Thus :— 

All men are mortal, 
Socrates is a man, 
.. Socrates 18 mortal. 
Which is the same as, 
Whoever has humanity has mortality, 
Socrates has humanity, 
.. Socrates has mortality. 
Transpose the premises and translate :-- 
देवदत्तो मदुष्यत्ववाच्‌ ( मनुष्यः ) 
यो यो मनुष्यत्ववान्‌ ( मदुष्यः ) स स मर्त्यत्ववान्‌ ( मत्यः) 
तस्मात्‌ देवदत्तो मर्त्यत्ववान ( मर्त्यः ) co 
Add भरतिज्ञा and उपनय and put the हतु in the ablative form,, 
and the syllogism becomes a full-fledged Nyaya-- 
देवदत्तो मर्त्यत्वविशेष्टः ( मत्यः ) | 
` _ _ _ मरुष्यत्वविशिष्टत्वात्‌ (मनुष्यत्वात्‌ ) । 
यो यो मतुष्यत्वविरीष्टः (मनुष्यः) स मर््यत्वाकेशिष्टः ( मत्यः ) यथा यज्ञदत्तः 
तथा चायम्‌ । । 
तस्मात्तथा । ध : 
We might arrive at the same result by taking only the- 
first three members, भ्रतिज्ञा, हेतु and sare, as the Mimamszkas- 
do, and by ignoring the rest ; only that in this case we shall. 
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have to invert the order of all the three propositions when. 
converting them into an English syllogism. The easiest’ 
mode of conversion however is to omit the first two propo- 

।  अं#०08 प्रातिज्ञा and हेन altogether, and then take the remain-- 

ing three in their order, so that the उदाहरण would be the 

major premise, उपनय the minor, and निगमन the conclusion of 

the English syllogism. In this way we shall avoid the: 
necessity of transposing the premises, and also remove the- 

_ awkwardness of changing the ablative हेतु into nominative. 


9. As to the Second, Third and Fourth Figures, as well as. 
; the remaining three Moods of the first 
Figure, conversion can be easily effected 
: by first reducing them to Barbara and 
then converting them in the above manner. The last three 
figures being always reducible to the first may be left out of 
consideration. Of the three remaining Moods of the First 
Figure the two particular Moods, Darii and Ferioque are not 
possible in the Sanskrit Nyaya, as it does not recognize 
@ particular conclusion. The reason why particular 
conclusions were disregarded by the Naiyayikus appears 
‘to be their uselessness. What the Naiyaykas wished 
to gain from an inference as from all other proofs 
was प्रमा, right and definite knowledge, for it is this- 
.प्रमात्मकन्ञान alone that has any scientific value. A par- 
ticular conclusion is obviously a vague and imperfect judg- 
‘ment. The very form 0: the five-membered syllogism points. 
to the impossibility of having a particular conclusion. A 
conclusion in I or O can be had only when its subject, thas 
is, the minor term or Tat denotes only some individuals of a. 
class ; but in the Sanskrit syliogism, the पक्ष must be 8 defi- 
‘nite thing, that is, either an individual object like thie or 
that mountain ( as is generally the case ), or at best the- 
whole class denoted by a class-name and looked upon 88 - 
one object. Otherwise there can be no पक्षम and there can 
be no पञ्चधर्मताज्ञान having a particular object like the moun- : 
tain for its वषय. In cases where the साध्य is inferred on a. ५ 
number of things which do not however form the whole 
‘Class, there is really no particular conclusion, but there are- 
@s many inferences and conclusions as there are things. 
The minor term being thus always universal, the conclusion: 
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“must be universal too. The case of Celarent (EAE / 18. 
“more complex but can be explained in the same way. Al- 
‘though the Naiyayika does not deny the possibility ofa j 
negative judgment ( व्यतिरेकी अनुमिति ), it seems that his con 
clusion ( निगमन ) is always affirmative in form, the change ` 
from negation to affirmation being made by the simple ex- 
pedient of prefixing the negative particle (अ or अन्‌), or a 
‘adding the word अमाव tothe predicate. Thus a Naiyayika 
will say, not शब्दो नित्यो नास्ति, but इाब्दोऽनित्योस्ति or sez नित्यत्वा- 
भावोऽस्ति. His प्रातिज्ञा and निगमन, which are identical, must 
-always assert something of another thing, even though that 
“something is an अभाव ; the नगमन therefore cannot be purely 
‘Negative although the व्यापि or लिङ्गः be व्यातिरोके. Besides : 
‘purely negative knowledge cannot strictly speaking bea 
` भमा, because there can be no प्रकार in निषेध and the definition 
‘Walt तत्पकारवक्वम्‌ will be inapplicable. Hence Celarent too is 
not possible in Sanskrit. Whenever therefore we havea | 
negative judgment, we have always to turn it into an affir- ` 
mative one by the addition of अभाव or its synonym भेद+ as 
‘isgenerally done in a केवरुत्यतिरोके अनुमान e.g. प्राधिवीतरभेदवती, ` 
‘which simply translated means Earth is not anything 
else. It is obvious therefore that there can be only one 
‘form of syllogism in Sanskrit, namely, the Universal — 
_ Affirmative ( Barbara). Even Aristotle has shown that all 
kinds of syllogism can be ultimately reduced to the first 
“two Moods of the First figure,' and the distinction between 
these two is easily removed by the above expedient. This 
‘explains why the Sanskrit Nydya, though so much limited ` 
in its scope, never fails to give a valid conclusion under any 
- circumstances. 


10. The five-membered syllogism, though generally popular, — 

: is not universally accepted even in Indis. — 

० be tee An ancient school of Naiyayikas was not 
. systematists, satisfied with the five limbs, but added 
flve more, namely, Curiosity ( जिज्ञासा ), 

Doubt ( संशय ), Power of the proofs to produce knowledge 
 ( शक्य्राति ), Aim ( पयोजन ) and Removal of ‘objections ( #34- 
-ज्युदास ). But they are, says Vatsy@yana, only aids to the 
गग 


1. Grote’s Aristotle Vol. I. p, 283, 
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inference, not members of the syllogism, because the defini- 

tion of an अवयव ( न्यायघटकत्व ) does not apply to them.' The 

five-membered syllogism thus became the type for all Nai-- 
| yiyikas and was accepted even by the Vaisesikas. Other 
। systematists however carried the pruning process still fur-- 
ther. The Mimiamsakas recognized three members only,. 
प्रतिज्ञा, हेतु and उदाहरण, while another school recognized हेतु, . 
उदाहरण and उपनय. The Ved@ntins also insist on having. 
_ three members only, but they are not particular as to whe- 

_ ther the first three or the last three should be taken. Thus- 
| Vedanta-Paribhasd remarks "--अवयवाश्च जय एव ध्रतित्ताहेतुदाहरण- 

` रूपा उदाहरणोपनयानिगमनरूपा वा न तु पश्च । अवयवच्रयेणेव व्याप्तिपश्चधर्मयो- 

रुपदर्शानसंभवेनाधिकावयवद्यस्य व्यर्थत्वात्‌. The Bauddhas 76008- ` 
। nize only two, उदृाहरण and उपनय. The author of Nyaya- Bindu 

। who was a Buddhist likewise mentions two only, staat and 

हेति, making the दृष्टान्त or व्याति a part of the हेत. Thus it will 

06 5866 that the weight of opinion outside the Nydya and 

_ Vaisesika schools inclines towards the acceptance of a three- ` 
। membered syllogism, which is practically identical with. 
_ that of Aristotle. 


11. Although there is so much difference of opinion as to 
the number of the members of a Nyaya, 
there is a general agreement about the- 
a form and the import of the several mem- 

bers; only that the Varsesikas have a second set of signifi- 
_Cantnames for the five members, viz., ब्रातज्ञा ( Fromise ), . 

AIST (sign ), fzata ( Illustration ), अनुसंधान ( Scrutiny ) and 
 परत्याम्नाय (Repetition). Which of these two sets of the 
_ Names is the older one is not known at present. 


Other names. 


12. The case of one of the five members, viz., उदाहरण or 
Wh व्याति, is somewhat peculiar, and requires: 
ber Be iid meme further examination, as it is likely to- 
on throw much light on the history of the 
five-membered syllogism. It must have- 


६ been noticed that while the names of other members are 





~~~ ~ ee oe 


1, Vat. on G. 8, I, I. 32. 
ॐ, Vedanta Paribhasa Calc. ed, ए. 14. 
ॐ. V.8. Up. Cale.ed. ए. 397. 
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significant, there is apparently no reason why the proposi- 
tion stating the व्याप्ति should be called उदाहरण or दृष्टान्त, 
except the accident of its containing, as a sort of an appen- 
dage, the illustration यथा महानसः. It is the first part of the 
उदाहरण containing व्याति that is really essential to the sylle- 
gism, while the illustration is not only unnecessary, but is 
often omitted. It is certainly anomalous that the most im- 
portant premise in the syllogism, on which in fact the infer- 
ence chiefly rests, should be reduced to the position ofg 
mere Z¥tea, and thus be deprived of its essential character, 
viz., universality. How are we to account for this anomaly? 
Nay, the presence of the illustration in the उदाहरण has been ` 
‘actually made the ground of censuve against the Indian 
‘syllogism by some superficial critics ; while even those who 
have defended it offer rather an apology than a well-grounded — 
explanation of its existence. Ritter! for instance says thattwo 
-of the five members of Kandda’s argument “are manifestly su- 
perfluous, while by the introduction of an example inthe third 
the universality of the conclusion is vitiated.’’ The conclu- 
sion is vitiated because the addition of the example puts 
some sort of limitation on the general proposition, and thus \ 
takes away its universality. The mosé that Ballantyne 
could say to justify the example was that it is “‘a matter of 
rhetorical convenience, designed to bring to the recollection — 
of the hearer examples, in regard to which all parties are 
unanimous, and which are such as should constrain him to. 
admit the universality of the principle from which the con-, 
¢lusion follows.’’* But this explanation is not at all 
satisfactory. The universal proposition, if true and unani- 
mously accepted, does not get any additional weight by ध 
stray example, while if it is false or unfounded, the citation — 
of a single example only serves to mislead the hearer, and — 
is therefore quite out of place in a valid syllogism. The 
example, say the critics, is either superfluous or mis- 
chievous, and ought therefore to he discarded altogether. It 
was so discarded by the Varsesikas who limited the pro- 
position to tte mere statement of the व्यापि, but the general 
practice of tae Naiyayikas has still retained it. f 








1, Ritter> History of Philosophy Vol. IV. p, 365. 
2. Ballantyne : Lectures on Nyaya Philosophy. ए. 36. ˆ 
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_ 13. Max Miller starts another theory to explain away 
6 difficulty. “But if we inquire more carefully,’’ says 
he, “we find that the instance in Gofama’s syllogism has 
its own distinct office, not to strengthen or to limit the uni- 
yersal proposition, but to indicate, if I may say so, its 
_ modality. Every Vyapti must of course admit at least one 
४ instance. These instances may he either positive only, or 
megative only, or both positive and negative."’’ This 
means that the instance is intended to show whether the 
wana 18 अन्वयि or व्यतिरेकि. The theory is no doubt plausi- 
ble, and seems to have been suggested by the two kinds of 
instances, सपक्षर्टान्त and बिपश्चदृष्टान्त, recognized by the Naiya- 
1143 ; but it neither solves the real difficulty, nor is it ab- 
solutely correct. Asa matter of fact the अन्वय and व्यातिरेक 
are indicated, so far as they can be so indicated, in the =aew 
itself, and not the दृष्टान्त ; while the latter takes iis own 
। character from the व्याति. It is the awa which makes a 
` दृष्टान्त either अन्वापि or व्यातिरोक्रे, and not vice versa. Take for 
instance the proposition aq वाहवर्नास्ति aa धूमोऽपि नास्ति यथा 
महाद्रदे, that is to say, यञ्च बन्ह्यभावस्तचधूमाभावः यथा महाद्रदे. This 
is a उ्यतिरेकत्याि, if aig is the साध्य and va the साधन, and 
‘Fee will be a fayarzeret. But suppose the साध्य to be 
‘area and the araa to be a-arara, that is, we infer not fire 
from smoke but absence of smoke from the absence of fire; 
then the same व्याि will be an अन्वयव्याति and the दृ्टान्त will 
bea सपक्षटृष्टान्त. So it is really the साध्य and साधन that first 
determine the modality of the व्याति, and then of the दृष्टान्त. 
The दृष्टान्त will therefore be practically useless for determining 
the modality of the universal proposition, for when we know 
what sort of दृष्टान्त it is, the modulity is already determined. 
Of course the दृष्टान्त may often assist us in understanding the 
scope of the व्याक ; but the question before us is not whether 
it may be occasionally useful where it is put, but whether it 
is absolutely necessary. Besides, the theory, even supposing 
it to be correct, does not explain the anomaly how the 
universal proposition came to be called a mere उदाहरण or 
दृष्टान्त. In one sense, however, Max Miller is right, probably 
without being aware of it. We shall presently see how. 





1Thomson’s Laws of Thought, ‘Appendix p. 296. 
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14. The real explanation, if a conjecture may be hazarded, 

is rather historical than logical. It. 
क not that the instance was tacked to 
universal proposition for the purpose of 

satisfying some logical necessity;but it appears more 
probable that the instance was the original part, and the — 
generalization itself is a later addition. Thereseemstohaye ` 
been at first only the instance and nothing else in the third = 
member when the five members received their designations, — 
and that the portion stating the व्याति was added afterwards 
when its necessity came to be perceived. We can clearly 
discover traces of the process by which this enlargement 
of the third member was brought about, if we examine the 
various references to it in different works on Nydya. Modern 
writers like Annambhatta define उदाहर as =attanfaqee 
बाक्यम्‌, but there is no trace of this उयािप्रतिपादकत्व in Gotama’s 
definition, साध्यसाधर्म्यात्‌ तद्धर्मभावो दृष्टान्त उदाहरणम्‌, which. 
mears that ‘ the उदाहरण is an instance which possesses an _ 
essential property of the साध्य by similarity.’ This definition ` 
obviously applies to the महानस alone which possesses the 
साध्यधर्म बह्धिमच्व, and not to the sarfwarra. At the time of 
Gotama’s Siitras, therefore, the five-membered syllogism 
seems to haverun thus: पर्वतो बद्धिमान्‌ | धूमवखात्‌ | यथा महा- 
नसः | तथा चायम्‌ । तस्मात्तथा । This primitive form of the 
syllogism at once explains two things. First it accounts 
for the third member being called उदाहरण or दृष्टान्त, because _ 
there is obviously nothing but the instance in it. Secondly, 
it explains why the उपनय which follows उदाहरण began with 
aut, which seems to have been first used as a correlative of 
यथा 1 the उदाहरण. The उदाहरण and the उपनय appear in 
fact to have formed one complex sentence, यथा Rear at 
qaa: (As was the kitchen so is this mountain smoking). 
of which the उदाहरण beginning with यथा formed the relative — 
half, and the उपनय beginning with तथा was the principal 
part. On some such supposition alone can we understand 
why Gotama defines उपनय as TarexorqareayeaasEye.” उदार्हरंणा- 
ta, says Vatsyyana, means उदाहरणवङा, * depending on the 
उदाहरण, ‘depending of course in the sense that the 


1 G. 8.1, 1, 36. 
2 ©. 8.1, 1, 38. 
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relative sentence तथायं पर्वतः can be properly understood 
only from its relative antecedent aur महानसः. But this 
does not convey the full idea of उपनय ; 80 it is further called 
। 9 उपसंहार, ‘a summing up’ as it were, 7. € an application 
_ of the sense conveyed in the उदाहरण to the present case of 
_ the mountain, which application is of course implied by 
_ the word तथा. Gotama’s definition of उवनय is however quite 
unintelligible if applied to the syllogism as it stands at 
_ present, for the उदाहरण which begins with व्याति cannot be 
_ the relative antecedent of the उपनय, and so there is no word 
_ of which तथा might be a correlative. 


18. The above hypothesis as to the original form of the 
syllogism is not conjectural only; for the skeleton syllogism 
_ mentioned above is actually found in all the ancient works 
_ on Nyaya, which rarely mention the व्यापि. Dharmakirti, 
_ for instance, the author of Nydya- Bindu, gives, as an ‘illus- 
_ tration of a faulty gated, the syllogism, अनित्यः sez: कऊतक- 
वात्‌ । आकाशवत्‌! ; while in another place of the same work 
_ he quotes the stock instance thus, यत्र धूमस्तत्र TE: | यथा महान- 
सादौ । अस्ति चेह धरम इति | (7. 109). This was therefore the 
original five-membered syllogism, but it was soon found to 
| beimperfect. There was nothing in it to determine the 
| साध्यानियतत््व of हेतु, that is, to show the invariable concomitance 
^ of the साध्य with the हेतु. At first the zured itself was made 
_ to convey this sense, but it was obviously inadequate to 
_ Serve the purpose, and a door was opened to many fallacies 
_ arising from imperfect generalizations. To guard against 
_ this danger the universal proposition 44 यच श्रमः etc. was 
inserted. Ifa guess can be hazarded, the व्यासिवाक्य was 
। Possibly at first inserted in the हेतुवाक्य as a विेषण of 
` साष्यव्याप्य हेतु, as is shown in the above quotation from 
। Nyaya-Bindu, and later it was transposed to उदाहरण. Being 
। thus originally a subordinate adjunct of हेतु, it became later 
। ०0 an independent and the chief premise. Before the 
 व्यापतिवाक्य had come into the syllogism, the अन्वय and 

of the हेतु were determined by the दृष्टान्त, according 

it had similarity ( साधर्म्य )or dissimilarity ( वेधम्यं ) with 

the साध्य ; but it was rendered practically useless after the 

had settled down asa necessary part of the syllo- 





1 Nyiya-Bindu-Tika, Bibl. Ind. p, 118. 
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gism. Max Miiller’s theory about the instance being indi- 
cative of the mcdality may therefore have been true when 
the gered was the sole member of the उदाहरणवाक्य. The com- 
mentator of Nyaya-Bindu declares in fact the same thing 
when he says, तस्मादृ्टान्तव्यतिरेकेण हेलोरन्वयो व्यातिरेको वा न शक्यो 
दङयितुम्‌,' ‘the अन्वय or व्यतिरेक of the हेतु cannot be indicated 
except by the zeta.’ After ४116 व्यापि had become the chief 
and necessary part of the उदाहरण, this function of the 
दृष्टान्त was naturally shifted to it, and the दृष्टान्त gradually 
sunk to the level of a useless appendage. The conservative 
Naiyayikas have persisted in retaining it, but a modern writer 
Taugaksi Bhaskara in his Nyaya-Siddhanta- Manjari- 
Prakasa, has the courage to declare दृष्टान्तपरयोगस्तु सामयिको न 
नियतः, ‘ the employment of the instance is purely conven- 
tional and not necessary.’ Inthis way the दृष्टान्त, which 
was at first the gist of the उदाहरण, came to be positively 
ignored. ee 

16. A singular analogy to the Naiyay:ka उदाहरण is to be 
found in the Argument from Example, noticed by Aristotle, 


and apparently very common before him in Greece. Aristotle 
gives as an illustration:-— 


_ The War of Athens against Thebes (पक्ष) was mischievous 
{ साध्य ); 
Because it was a war against neighbours ( हेतु ) ; 


Just as the war of- Thebes against Phokis was (दृष्टान्त). 


: , Both the ancient Sanskrit syllogism and the Greek Argu- 
ment by Example appear to be cases of an inference from 
particulars to particulars which, according to J. 8, Mill, was 
the original and true type of an inference.’ 


` 1 Nyaya-Bindu-Tika, Bibl, Ind. p. 90. 
2 Grote Aristotle Vol. I. ए. 274. 
3 Mill: System of Logic, People’s Ed. p. 126. 
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Consideration of the sign is alone the cause of both Judgment 
4 for One’s Own sake and that for An-ther’s. Heuce Considera- 
tion is the Inference. 

1. परामर्ञं has already been explained,’ and it has also 
Be been shown why it is called लिङ्गपरामरो or 
: ` न न तृतीय लिङ्गपराम्. ९ Annambhatta purposely 
uses the word feyarraat, instead of simple 
_quraai, in order to emphasize his view that the real करण of 
। अतीति is the लिङ्गपरामशं and not लिङ्गः merely, as some say, and 
। that the name अनुमान is properly applicable to the लिङ्गपरामर्श 
808. In T. D. he briefly notices the three views that 
have prevailed about the real proximate cause of अनुमिति. 
_ The अतुमितिकरण according to these three schools of opinion, 
। is either fagara, व्यािज्ञान or परामर्शं. The first is the view of 
। the Vaisesikas, who accordingly name अलमिति as लेङ्किकल्लान. 
_ Sankara Misra the author of Upaskara sums up this view 
in the following couplet :—— 


अचुमेयेन संबद्धं प्रसिद्धं च तदान्विते । 
तद्भावे तु नास्त्येव तटिङ्गमतुमापकम्‌ 1 


“लिङ्ग is the अनुमितिकरण, because it is connected with साध्य 
(अनुमेय ) on the पश्च, is known to exist wherever साध्य exists, 
nd is never found where साध्य is absent.’ Sankara Misra 
"argues that वराम, having no व्यापार after it, cannot be the 
। करेण which 15 always व्यापारवत्‌, while if लिङ्ग be the करण, 
WHT itself becomes its व्यापार.) This view is summarily 
। rejected by Annambhatta on the ground that it leads to the 

। absurdity that even a past or a future लिङ्ग, that is, smoke 
which was once observed but does not now exist on the 

। mountain or smoke which is not yet seen on the mountein, 
` Would produce the अनुमिति of the present existence of fire. If 

smoke alone is the करण of अनुमिति there is no reason why the 

smoke of yesterday or the smoke of to-morrow should not 

‘Produce an inference of a fire existing on the mountain to- 

ˆ 1 Vide Note 3 on Sec. 44, p. 234, Supra. 

2See Note 3 on Sec. 45. p. 255, Supra. 

५ $V.8.Up. Gale.ed. p. 992) - ` ` 
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day. Hence the necessity of the condition that लिङ्ग, in order 
to be effective for अनुमान, must be first observed as a पक्षधनै, 
that is, as a property of the mountain actually existing at 
the time of the inference. In other words 1४ is the पश्चधर्मताज्ञान,. 
otherwise called ast, and not fasta merely, that is the 
real करण of अज्लामेति 


2. But one might ask why create anew करण of अनुमिति) the 
form of the composite पराम which is a mixture of व्यातिज्ञान ` 
and पक्षधर्मतान्ञान, when you can as well look upon the last two 
themselves as severally the करणऽ of Aafara. To this Annam- 
bhatta replies that it is simpler to hold the complex पराम 
as the one करण of अलमिति than to recognize two separate 
gars in the shape of zatfaraia and पश्षधर्मताज्ञान. Besides we 
might have even agreed to this latter alternative if the प्रा 
wat could have been altogether dispensed with ; but that is = ` 
not possible, because परामरो is necessary to account for the 4 
cognition which is conveyed by the उपनय in a पराथाचुमान, — 
and which thereupon produces the अनुमते in the hearers — 
mind. If then पराम must be recognized as the करण of a 
पराथतिमिति, why havea separate करण for the स्वार्था्ामीति, — 
when the same can do for both ? This reasoning is faultless, 

xcept that according to those who define करण as व्यापाखद्‌ 
साधारणं कारणः परामर्ञं cannot be the करण as it has 70 व्यापार 
coming after it. Hence the advocates of this definition 
करण, namely, the ancient Naiyayikas, propose 2atfaata 
be the करण and Waal to be its व्यापार, while the moder 
who deny the necessity of व्यापारवच्व and define करण as Hor 
सोगव्यवाच्छन्ने कारणं regard qast itself as the करण. Annan 
bhatta seems really to be vacillating between these two. 
views, although in the text he has made the emphatic decla- 
ration !लिङ्गपरामशं एव करणम्‌, and his vacillation is due | 
his non-preference for either of the two definitions of करण, 
At least there is a glaring inconsistency -between this pas- 
sage and the concluding remarks of Sect. 43 where he 
clares इन्द्रिय to be the करण of warez.’ Had it not been 
_ those remarks, it could haye been said with much plausi 
lity that, notwithstanding his obvious indecision as to 
real definition of a करण, Annambhat‘a adopted the modern 








ge ES aa SS Ee eS 
_ 1 8९९ ए. 32; and Note 3 thereon p. 224, Supra. 
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preference to the ancient view. Probably he did so, and 
the statement about the करण of पत्यक्ष was made simply in 
_ deference to the popular convention which from time im- 
। memorial has regarded इन्द्रिय to be the करण of पत्यक and has 
‘thereby made the very word करण synonymous with इन्द्रिय, 
_ The book being intended for beginners, the author appears to 
_ have avoided all fruitless controversies as much as possible, 
and hence sometimes fell into inconsistencies. 


_ 3. The reading कारणम्‌ in the first part of this section is 
_ obviously wrong, although it is found in all Mss. except two. 
_ itis probably an emendation of some later copyist, who 
having noticed the inconsistency of this passage with Sect. 
_-41 thought of removing it by improving the text. 


Sect. XLVUL लिङ्गम्‌. 


_ Mark or Sign is of three kinds : 1 positive and negative, 2 
Purely positive, and 3 purely negative. That which perv tdes both 
positively and negatively is positive-negative, as for instance, 
smokiness when fire is to he proved. “ Where there i: smoke, 
there is fire as in a kitchen °" is positive coacomitane. “ Where 
€ 78 no fire there is no smoke asin alake ’’ is negative con- 
tance. Purely positive is that where there is positive 
‘concomitance only, e. g. pot is namable because it is know- 
able like cloth. Here there is no negative concumitance of 
namability or Knowability as all things are knowable and 
(१0114112. Purely n-gative is that which has a negative concomit- 
“ance only, e. 9. earth differs from other things because it has 
‘nell; that which does not so differ has no smell, as water; 
isis not like it; and hence it is not so. Here there is no 
Positive instance ( of a thing) tkat has smell ( and yet ) 
differs from others, because the whole earth forms the subject. 


+, Having described the typical syllogism, the author 
reason now proceeds to treat of the mark or 
ह ‘middle term,’ which determines the 
+ character of the syllogism and also makes 

“inference valid or invalid. A mark maybe true or false, 
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and accordingly a हेतु is cither #ea or असद्धेतु, the latter be- 
ing usually termed हेत्वाभास. Before adverting to this dis- 
tinction, it is necessary to tell what a markin general means. 
and how it usually stands in ४ syllogism. The authon 
therefore first describes the three kinds of fey. “The mark = 
is of three sorts, positive and negative, merely positive, and 
inerely negutive. Of these the first is in invariable con- — 
comitance with the साध्य both affirmatively and negatively, ५ 
as smokiness is with fire. The second has the invariable: — 
concomitance affirmatively only ; and the third negatively = ` 
only. An instance of the second is * A jar is namable,. for 
it is knowable, ’ because both the साध्य ‘ namability’ and 
the साधन ‘ knowability ’ being here co-extensive, 8 negative 
concomitance of theirs, that is, a concomitance of their 
absolute negations is impossible. The properties of nam- 
ability and knowability residein all things, and so there is no 
faqarzetea on which the अभाव of साध्य exists, and hence there 
is no व्यातिरेकव्याति. The example of the third kind is ‘ Barth 
is distinct from all other pada@rthas, because it has odour.’ 
In this case there is a विपक्चदृष्टान्त where there is neither 
odour nor इतरभेद as in water or air, but there is no सपक्षदृष्टान्त 4 
where both गन्ध and इतरभेद्‌ are concomitant. In the second 
case therefore we can have only an aeqqand, such as यत्र 
यज्र THI तज्राभिधेयत्वं यथा घटे, but no व्यातिरेकन्याि, such as यत्रा- 
भिधेयत्वं नात्ति तत्र परमेयत्वमपि नास्ति, owing to the impossibility of 
finding a corresponding दृष्टान्त. In the third case फ 08२७ — 
8 व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति, यत्र इतरभेदो नासि TA गन्धवत्वमापि नास्ति, because 
we have no less than 14 odcurless things (the 8 dravyas. 
besides earth, plus the remaining 6 padarthas ), on which 
the इतरभेद (difference of earth from all other things) does ` 
not exist ; but obviously we cannot have any अन्वयव्याति 1 
this case, as neither गन्ध nor प्रथिवीतरभेद, which is the same 
as प्राथेवीत्व, exist anywhere but on grad. In the first case~ 
however we have both kinds of व्याति, because we can have 
both similar and contrary instances. We can say 44 यञ 
धूमस्तत्र AZ: यथा महानसे, as well as TT वाहरनास्ति तत्र धूमोऽपि नात्ति 
यथा wees. The chief test therefore of discovering to which a 
of these'three kinds a mark belongs is to” see whether there 
is any Wize, that is, an instance in which the साध्य co 
exists with the #g, and also a विपश्चदृष्टान्त or a contrary in- 
tance in which साध्याभाव co-exists with हेत्वभाव, If both 
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kinds of instances sre available, then the हेतु as well as the 
nference in which it is employed are अन्वयव्यातिरोके ; secondly 
if the first kind of instance alone is found and not the 
second, they are केवलान्वयि ; and lastly if the second only is 
_ found but not the first, they are केवरव्यतिरेकि. 


१, अन्वय is defined by T. D. as the invariable concomitance 
of इहतु and ara while व्यतिरेक, literally 
meaning अभाव, is asimilar concomitance 
z of their absolute negations. The व्याप्य and 
ame interchange places in the व्यातिरेकव्याति, that is, the 
अभाव of वाद्व which is the व्यापक in the अन्वयव्याप्ति becomes 
व्याप्य of the अभाव of am the original व्याप्य. This can be 

Dest illustrated by three squares drawn with two sides of 
each coinciding thus :-- 


3 Anvayaand Vya- 
 tireka. 





ze 





G D 





। 1.9 the largest square A © represent any class larger than 
_ W@ such as द्रव्य, the intermediate figure A F represent the 
sphere of वद्धि, and the smallest A K represent that of धम 
_ Now it is clear that the whole space of धूम is covered by 
that of वद्धि, and.so we can say यत्र धूमस्तत्र वद्धिः. The square 
_ AK will therefore comprise all similar instances such as 
 बहानस, यज्ञाला etc. The gnomon EKG will comprise all 
instances such as  तघ्रायःपिण्ड where there is fire but no 
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smoke. In a contrary inference from ata to wa, the gnomon 
EKG will correspond to an उपाध ( अर्द्रिन्धनसंयाग ) which 
Vitiates a व्याति like यत्र यत्र afgeaa ध्मः. The gnomon BF 7 
comprises instances where धूमाभाव is co-existent with 
weary. This is the region of fqatzerea which will justify 
the व्याति, यत्र॒ वह्वचयभावस्तत्र धूमाभावः. The figures also 
show that the square of ar® being larger than that of 
YA, ata 18 व्यापक of धूम. Similarly, the Gnomon B K D 
representing ‘waruTa is larger than the gnomon 8 F 7 
which represents @a@aura, and hence धूमाभाव 18 व्यापक 
of agzura, the intermediate gnomon E K G again 
representing the sama if the व्याप्ति is reversed. The pro- 
per व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति therefore runs यत्र॒ ax वह्धयभावस्तज धूमाभावः, 
यथा AGEs. 
3. T. D. definesa केवलान्वयि शङ्गः as ‘that the साध्य of 
which is केवलान्वयि; ’ and a साध्य is केवलान्वापि 
Kevalanvayi. when its अन्यन्ताभाव exists nowhere, that 
is, when the साध्य, €. ¢. अभिधेयत्व, is co- 
terminous with the whole class of existing things. It 
should also be noticed that the केवलान्वयित्व, which T. 7 
defines as अत्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगित्व, is that pertaining to the 


साध्य, and not that of the हेतु, 0 the total absence of an. 


अत्यन्ताभाव of the हेतु is not necessary for a केवलान्वापि अनुमान. 
For instance, the syllogism चटोभिधेयः। घटत्वात्‌ । 18 केवलान्वयि, 
as there is no = ates, यत्राभेधेयत्वं ant त्र धटत्वमपि नास्ति ; 
but the हेतु in it is not अत्यन्ताभावापरतियोगि, since घटाभाव ex- 
ists in many places. The essence of a केवलान्वयि therefore 
consists in the साध्य being co-existent with all existent 
things. But an objector might say that the illustration in 
the text is incorrect, since there are many things in the 
universe which have no names, and which we do not and 
cannot know, and yet of which the अभाव of प्रमेयत्व or अभि- 
धेयत्व can be predicated. But, says T. the अभिधयत्व and 
भमेयत्व referred to are not those determined by our own 
limited capacity ; they are absolute, and so though a thing 
may be unknown and unnamed to us, it is still the object of 
the omniscience of God 
4. Thecase of केबलन्यतिरेकि is rather complicated. Its 
essence consists in the साध्य being coter- 
Kevala-vyatireki. रग with वश्च, as in the example, 


। ` गन्धबच्वात्‌. Here wé> -can- 


a 


<4 


Ses 
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got have an अन्वयत्याति, TT यत्र॒ गन्धवत्वं तत्र परथिवीतरभेदः, be- 
। (४०5९ everything that has गम्धवच्व as well as प्राधेवीतरमभेद, i. €. 
` बराधिवीत्व, being included in grat itself, there is no दृष्टान्त 
_ apart from the पक्ष. There are plenty of instances, however, 
on which the साध्याभाव, 2. ९. प्रथिवीतरभेदाभाव or प्रथिबीतरत्व, is 
found coexistent with गन्धाभाव, Any of the eight sub- 
। stances other than प्रथिवी or any of the remaining six cate- 
- gories will serve for such a faqaeetea. 
5, Here T. D. indulgesin a little argument which is 
typical of the scholastic subtleties for 
a5, om which Naiyayikas have become so famous. 
__-other substances. An objector starts up saying that 2at4¢ 
५ cannot be proved by inference on what, 
। „80 16 puts downadilemma. The साध्य ?. €. इतरभेद is either 
previously known or not ; if it is known to exist somewhere 
_ (elsewhere than earth of course ), then the हेतु ( गन्ध ) either 
। -eo-exists with it or not. Now ifthe हेत co-exists with the 
साध्य in the other thing, then that is clearly a सपक्षदृष्टान्त and 
there is an अन्वयव्याति ; but if the हेतु co-exists with it in no 
। other thing than earth, then it isa peculiar characteristic 
। ofthe पश्च, and there can be no व्याति and no inference based 
on it. On the other hand, if the साध्य itself is unknown, 
| ‘then of course there can be no Hataia ; and for this reason = 
an अनुमिति, such as पर्वतो agar, is a विशिष्टज्ञान, that is, 
knowledge of a muuntain, not pure and simple, but as ate- 
विशिष्ट ‘ characterized by fire.’ But there-is a maxim that 8 
Bi विशिष्ट thing cannot be known without the previous know- 
ledge of the fasraut; for how can we know a दण्डिन्‌ unless € 
first know what 8 दण्ड is. The knowledge of वद्धिमत्पर्वत can- 
। not therefore be had without our first having the knowledge 
_-of the afg. But by our hypothesis the साध्य 2. €. इतरभेद्‌, 18 
। unknown ; and hence there can be no अनुमति like इतरभदवती 
`पधिवी, Similarly as the knowledge of an अभाव depends on 
the knowledge of its प्रतियोगी, the इतरभेदाभाव is also पण 
_ known, and hence there can be no व्यतिरेकव्याि, TH इतरभेदाभाव- 
स्तत्र गन्धवऽवम्‌. A केवरन्यापिरोके syllogism is therefore an impos- 
sibility, 
6. The above dilemma is fairly nettling, although our 
- _ author does attempt to give some sort of 
Tarka- Dinka ss. a reply to it in the concluding portion ° 
_ -Blained, the commentary. The passage is involved 


iy 

































286 Tarka-Samgraha. [ SEcT. XLVI, 


in considerable obscurity. As read by all copies except one- 
or rather two, it is quite unintelligible, and is probably — 
corrupt ; and I have therefore ventured to correct it, on the- 
high authority of Nilakantha and the Ms. J, by transferring 4 
the words नान्वपित्वासाधारण्ये to the preceding sentence, and = ` 
splitting भत्येकाधिरणप्रसिद्धया 1710 परत्येकाधिकरण sae. Read ` 
thus, the gist of the reply is briefly this. The साध्य in the 
inference in question is not the cumulative difference of 
fourteen padarthas ( 8 substances+ 6 categories ) from earth 
which being unobserved on anything other than earth 
may be unfit to be 8 साध्य. What is really intended to be _ ` 
proved on earth is the simultaneous existence of the thirteen 
mutual negations of those fourteen padarthas. Mutual nega- 
ticn exists between two things, and so there are thirteen 
mutual negatinns, corresponding to the thirteen couples that 
can be formed out of fourteen padarthas, water etc.,and 
residing in thirteen things, excluding that of whichthe 
negation is spoken of. Thus जलभे resides in the thirteen ` 
things, light etc. ; and तेजोभेद resides in all things excepting 
light. Thus the thirteen mutual negations reside in thirteen 
things at a time, but on none of the fourteen things do all 
of them exist at one and the same time. They do howeverso: 
exist on earth, and in this respect earth is distinguished 
from the fourteen things. Our साध्य therefore here is त्रयो- ` 
दशत्वावच्छिन्नभेदस्पेकाधिकरणडातित्वम्‌, ‘ the simultaneous exis- 
tence of the thirteen mutual negations on one thing. ' 4.7 
88 no instance is known on which the existence of this साध्य 
is previously ascertained, we cannot know whether: the हतु ` 
exists there or not ; and having thus no knowledge of the 
हेतु positive or negative, we can neither call it strata, nor 
असाधारण. Thus the first horn of the objector’s dilemma is 
disposed of. The second, that the साध्य being unknown 
there can be no safe, is also weak, because we have 
seen that the साध्य which we have taken, namely जलादेभेद> 
कट, ‘ aggregate of the thirteen mutual negations of water 
90. + is already known by the previous ascertainment of 
its thirteen components, the thirteen mutual negations: 
severally. But, the objector rejoins, though your thirteen 
। Megations may be severally known, their aggregate is still 
unascertained ; how can then the साध्य be called SATE 
Well, replies the undaunted. Naiydyika, I:do not recognize: 
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gn aggregate ( सखदाय )as a separate thing from its com= 
ponents, and my साध्य here is not a fictitious thing like 
सखदाय, but the several negations themselves, which , being 
ascertained on their respective substrata (पर्येकाधेकरणे ASAT)». 
may be inferred conjointly on earth. Consequently there 

‘ought to be no difficulty in obtaining 8 साध्यविशिष्टाचु मिति as 
wellasa व्यातिरेकट्या्ि. The केवलव्यतिरेकि inference is there- 


fore quite possible and valid. 


We have followed the tedious argument in T. D. 
ध simply to show into what absurdities the 
" tyaton. Nanyaiyikas have fallen by recognizing ॐ 
3 केवलव्यतिरेकि want. The essence of it, as 
is pointed out above, is that the साध्य is co-terminous with 
qa. The साध्य cannot therefore be anything but 8 peculiar 
how can the peculiarity of a. 


characteristic of पश्च. Now 
thing be known except by actual observation? The syllogism 
ng it. The conclusion in an- 


is quite incapable of discoveri 

inference 18 8 particular deduction from the general proposi- 
tion, and, being already contained in it, is not a new piece- 
of knowledge. But an असाधारणधर्म is ex hypothese a new 
fact, and capable of being known only by observation or by. 
induction. This is the gist of the dilemma stated above- 
while the answer given by T. D. is most unsatisfactory. 


8. Why then did the Naiyayikas at all recognize व्यतिरेकि ` 
अनुमान which involved them in so much absurdity. Two- 
reasons might be suggested for this ; one is historical while 
the other is purely dialectical. The three-fold division of 
लिङ्ग and agata is comparatively modern, but it is derived — 
_ from Gotama’s division of हेतु into साधरम्येण and zara.’ The 

two kinds 0 हेतु made the उदाहरण, उपनय and निगमन also two- 
fold; and thus the whole syllogism changed its character 
according as the हेतु was through similarity or dissimilarity. 
The साधम्यं or वैधर्म्य referred to was that of दृष्टान्त, and thus. 
the दान्तं was as it were the key to the whole syllogism. 

_ When the दृष्टान्त was enlarged by the addition of the व्या्िवाक्य, 
and thereby itself sank into insignificance, the व्याति became- 
the means of determining the character of the हेतु and ‘the- 
अश्मान Ryne “as regards their तावि ~ ‘as regards their साधम्यं and वैषम्ये, or, to use ‘their: 
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modern equivalents, अन्वायित्व and व्यतिरेक्रित्व. So Jong as the 
distinction was confined to व्याति, there wa nothing absurd 
or unintelligible about the doctrine ; but the modern school 
of Naiyadyikas in their zeal to carry each and every doctrine 
of the ancients to its ultimate result, discovered three ways 
‘in which the two kinds of व्याति might be used in a syllogism, 
‘namely, either each alone by itself, or both optionally. In 
“this way the mark ( लिङ्ग ) became three-fold, according as it . 
was followed by a व्याति that was purely अन्वयि, or purely 
“Saat, or both alternatively. Hence modern writers like 
Annambhatta define a लिङ्ग as one h aving an Araqzaie or व्य 
तिरेकत्याति or both. As most inferences have both kinds of 
“SI, the class of अन्वयव्यतिरेकि लिङ्गः is the largest and also 
the most general one, while the other two are exceptional 
Cases which are classed apart because they cannot be included 
in the general category. ध 


9. In one sense both the केवलान्वयि and केवलव्यतिरेकि may be 
said to be defective syllogisms, as lacking 
one or more characteristics that are re- 
quisite for a sound deduction. Properly 
speaking, a deduction ought to be the inference ofa particular 
` 07 8 less general proposition from a wider one; but in a ®a- 
: छान्वयि the साध्यविरिष्टाकुामेति is not only no particular case 
included in the व्याति, but the साध्य is actually co-terminous 
‘with the widest generality, namely, Existence ( सत्ता ). 
‘Similarly in a केवलव्यतिरोकफे, the साध्य being co-terminous with 
“the पक्ष, there is no middle term between the two, or, if there 
-happens to be one, it is co-extensive, with पक्ष and साध्य (as 
in the example given in the text ). The three terms being 
“eo-extensive, all the premises become equally wide and 
, Practically tautologous. The Naiyay:kas themselves seem to 
have been half conscious of the precarious case of the केवल- 
, for the reply they give toa strong objection, some 
times advanced against it, is anything but convincing. The 
objection 15 directed against व्यतिरेकव्याति itself agit is the 
result of (me, and परामर्शं is व्यासिविशिष्टपक्चधर्मताज्ञान, that is 
साध्यत्याप्यलिङ्गमलान which can arise only when the साध्यव्याप्यत्व 
is known to reside in f#. Now in a व्यतिरेकव्याि, the साध्या- 
Weis the व्याप्य of हेत्वभाव, and hence the व्याप्यत्व or व्यानि 
resides in साध्याभाव, But how cana व्याति, residing in one 
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thing, namely साध्याभाव, be the Faram of a quite different 
_ thing, namely साधन or लिङ्ग, and thus produce the satafarsrz- 
 पश्चधरमतान्ञान ? The Naiyiyikas try to meet this difficulty by 
_ making व्यात्िविशिष्टत्व a property not of पश्चधमं but of पक्षधमता- 
 ज्ञान.' The force of the objection is not however thereby 
_ much lessened. The difficulty in short is, how can we infer 
fire from smoke from the invariable concomitance of their 
~ ‘negations ? Or to make it stil? more clear, if a व्यतिरेकानुमान 
 beputinthe English Celarent (EAE ), of which the major 
premise, i. €. व्यतिरेकत्याति is negative, the conclusion also 
_ must be negative, while in the Sanskrit Nydya, we derive a. 
positive conclusion (प्रवतो वद्धिमान्‌ ) from a negative major 
_ premise. This is absurd. The reply of the Naiyayikas is that 
though the व्यात्ति may reside in साध्याभाव the साधन is still 
known as the परातियोगि of its अभाव which is व्यापक ; and that 
sort of knowledge of the साधन being an accessory suffices to 
_ Produce the requisite पराम. Hence S.C. says साध्याभावव्यायकी - 
। श्रताभावप्रतियोगित्वेन साधनस्य पक्चउततित्वज्ञानं सहकोरि, But this is a 
। lame explanation after all. 
10. The true reason for recognizing a व्यतिरेकि अनुमान seems to. 
॥ os 1 have been to avoidthe necessity of having 
। dyatireki, a fifth proof called auiai@ (Presumption), 
| The instances which the Mimamsakas give 
_ of अ्थापाक्ते #7० all included by Naiyayikas in their केवलव्यतिरेकि 
अनुमान. The analogous reasoning from तक or Reductio 
_ ad absurdum would also come under the same head, and in 
` fact all conclusions that cannot be proved directly (e, g. 
जीवत्‌ शरीरं सात्मकं पाणादिमच्वात्‌ ) will be proved by the Naiyay 
kas by केवलव्यतिरेकि. Those of course who , like the Mimimsa- 
। 428 87 the Vedantins, accept अर्थापत्ति as proof, dispense’ 
__ with not only the केवलान्वयि and केवलव्यातिरोके but the whole 
a MATS अदुमान altogether. The strictures passed. by the’ 
 Vedanta-Paribhasa upon the Nyaya doctrine of =e 
_ inference are instructive and deserve to be quoted in full:-— 
तचानुमानमन्वयिरूपमेकमेव न तु केवलान्वयि सवंर५। प waders 


sl la अद्वेतमते बह्मनिषठा्यन्ताभावभरतियोगित्वेनात्यन्ताभावाप्रतियो गिसाध्य- 
पके यित्वस्यासिद्धेः | नाप्यनुमानस्य व्यतिरेकिरूपत्वं साध्याभावे 
 साधनाभावनिरूपितव्यासिज्ञानस्य साधनेन साध्यानुमितावद्पयोगात्‌ | कथं 


1. Vide Note ए, 243, Supra. 
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até शधमादाबन्वयस्यात्तिमविदुषोऽपि व्यातिरेकव्यातिन्ञानादकलामितिः । अथा 
'्पत्तिपरमाणादिति वक्ष्यामः ॥ 1 a 





Srotrons. IL, L, Li. पक्षः सपक्षो विपक्ष. 


A subject is one where the thing to be proved is doubted 
as mountain when smokiness is the reason. i 


A similar instance 1s one where the thing to be proved is 
ascertained, as kitchen in the same case. 


4 contrary instance is that where the absence of the thing 
to be proved 18 ascertained, as a lake in the same case. 


1. In these three short sections, Annambhatta defines three 
terms which constantly occur in connec- 
oe tion with the syllogism. “A पक्ष, place — 
: or subject, is that on which the existence 
of the thing to be ascertained is doubtful, as the mountain — 
in an inference of fire from smoke. A सपक्ष or similar in- 
stance is thaton which the existence of the thing to ४6 
ascertained is already known, as the culinary hearth in the ` 
same inference. A विपक्ष or contrary instance is that on which 
the negation of the thing to be ascertained is definitely 
known, as a great lake in the same inference. “ Annambhatta — 
has given the simplest definitions of the terms, probably 
copied by him from Gangega’s Tuitva-Cintamani + while — 
most of the others such as that of N. B. are merely — 
variations of it. The सपक्ष and (ava of the later Naiyayikas 
of course correspond respectively to the instances by अप्रः | 
larity and dissimilarity mentioned by Gotama, and 
are employed to illustrate waqan® and व्यतिरेकव्या्ति res 
pectively. 
~ 2. The definition of पक्ष is however open to an objection. 
; It is prima facie incorrect because it does 
. An objection. not apply to cases where we infer a thing, — 
ee: even though it may have’been previously 
_ ascertained by other proofs such as Perception or Word. We 
ध 1 Ved, Par. 081५. ed. 7. 14. as 
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have for instance the injunction of the Sruti, आस्मा वा अरे 
feet: भ्र।तत्यो मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितव्यः । in which आत्मा is first 
directed to be heard and then reflected, and then contem- 
_ plated upon. अ्रवण is acquiring the knowledge of the Soul 
_ from the Vedas, while मनन comprehends reasoning or in- 
ference. But how can inference work if the Soul is already 
ascertained by श्रवण, and is therefore no longer संदिग्ध १ And 
| yet the injunction being that of infallible Sruti cannot be 
_ groundless. It is not necessary therefore that ४06 पश्च in an 
_ inference should be संदिग्ध. Besides even in ordinary life we 
। often practise inference, although the साध्य is actually ob- 
served or otherwise ascertained, as when we wish to corro- 
_ borate our observation of fire on the mountain by ta € addi- 
_ tional evidence of an inference. The definition ‘of Tat is 
_ therefore inaccurate. The author's reply to this objection is 
not quite clear. The true definition of पक्ष, says T. D., is 
_ “a thing which is the substratum of the पक्षता as already 
। defined, viz. सिषाधयिषाविरहसहरतसिद्धचभावः''.2 That is quite true, 
_ but does the author thereby admit that the definition of gat 
_ given here is wrong ? And if so, why did he insert it at all १ 
The difficulty will, however, be removed by taking the word 
। संदिग्ध in the sense of, not doubtful absolutely, but 
_ doubtful for the time being, or doubtful in the precise 
_ Way in which an inference ascertains the साध्य. The आत्मा 
for instance might have been known from Sruti, but mere 
‘verbal knowledge of a thing is not sufficient to dispel all 
_ doubts and questionings which often obstruct the free 
_ Working of the intellect. Arguments of both साधक and 
` बधक kinds are needed to remove these doubts and make 
our knowledge absolutely certain. Similarly though fire 
_ May have been actually observed, our senses often mislead 
US, and there’ is no positive certainty until independent 
। Yeasoning corroborates the evidence of our senses. In this 
_ Sense of course the साध्य is still doubtful, even though it 
a has been previously known. 
3. Itis rather strange that Annambhatta, after having 
= € described the general nature of 8 mark 
४११५४ ०१०० =, aid not, before proceeding to the हेत्वागस 
ie 1 Brhad. Ar, Up. IV: 5, 6. र ४ 
2 Vide ०४९ 6 Under Sect. 44, ए. 240, supra. 
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characteristics of valid marks. The desideratum however 
has been supplied by the writers of other manuals, such as 
Tarka-Kaumudi and Tarkimrita. These essentials of सद्धतु 
are five, and are thus described in T. K.:—aarmt मध्वे 
योऽन्वयव्यतिरेकी स पश्चरूपोपपन्न एव स्वसाध्यं साधयति । तानि पञ्च रूपाणि 
पक्चषधर्मत्वम्‌, सपक्षे सत्वम्‌, raga, अबाधितविषयत्वम्‌, aa 
क्षत्वं aia.’ The five requisites of a good हेतु are :-(1) existence 
on the gat, of course at the time of making the inference; 
(2) existence on सपक्च दृष्टान्त ; (3) non-existence on the विपक्ष 
(4) non-contradiction of the subject matter by another 
stronger proof ; and (5) absence of a counterbalancing reason 
on the other side, proving the negation of साध्य. The first 
three conditions are obviously deducible from what has been 
already said about the nature of the पश्च, ava and (ava. The 
latter two belong to the matter rather than to the form of 
the inference. These five requisites are necessarily present 
in an अन्वयव्यतिरेकि fd; but the other two, केवलान्वापे and केवल- 
व्यातिसक, being exceptional, are by their very nature wanting 
in one requisite each, and therefore pass on with four only. 
The केवलान्वयि cannot have विपश्चव्यादातते because there is no 
विषश्च in 18 case ; while a केवटव्यातिरोके cannot have सपक्चसच 
owing to the absence of सपश्च itself. With these two excep- 
tions, the requisites are essential to all inferences, and the 
absence of any one of them gives rise to the several fallacies. 
Thus the want of: पक्चधर्मत्व produces आश्रयासिद्ध and स्वरूपासिद्ध ; 
that of सपक्चषसच्व, असाधारण-सव्याभेचार and अनुपसंहारि ; that of ` 
Awana, व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, विरुद्ध and साधारण-सत्यभिचार ; and the 
absence of the last two gives rise to बाधित and सत्प्रतिपश्च . ` 
respectively.” This will be fully understood when the nature 
of the several fallacies has been explained 


4. The author of Nydya-Bindu mentions only the first 

| three as the requisites of a good दतु, 

Another. view. omitting the last two, perhaps because 
they pertain more tothe matter than to 

the form of the हह, and involve what are called material 
fallacies. He describes this अिरूपहेतु thus:- “Seca पन- 
िङ्गस्यालुमये (१. ®. पश्च ) WaAAT! AIA एव सत्वम्‌ । असपश्चे aA 
Ki 1 T. ह. Bom. ed, ए. 12. : ४ 
2 ¶.8. Up. Calc. ed. p. 160. 
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मेव निश्चितम्‌. The Vaisesikas too. would seem to recognize 

freteg. The whole Nyaya theory of valid reasons and 
the five kinds of fallacies is as a matter of fact deduced from 
this three-fold character of the हेतु. 


Scr. LIL हेत्वाभासाः, 


3 There are five fallacies, viz. :-1 Discrepancy, 2 Contra- 
diction, 3 Ambiguity, 4 Futility and 5 Falsity, oe 


1. The next six sections deal with the five groups of 
fallacies, an accurate knowledge of which 
is necessary to ensure sound reasoning. 
It is often as necessary to know what we 
‘are to avoid as to know what we are to accept, and hence 
a treatise on Logic can never be complete without a descrip- 
tion of the various fallacies to which an inference is liable. 
The word हेत्वाभास is capable of two derivations and two 
eanings. It means a fallacious reason, ( दृष्टो 2a: ), if dis- 
‘solved either &8 हेतुबदाभासते ‘ that which looks like a इत but ` 
is not हेतु, ’ or as हतोराभासः war: ‘that which resembles a हेतुः 
if dissolved as हेतोः हेतो वाभासः the word would mean a 
fallacy ( हेतुदोषः), i.e. the error which underlies the ap- 
‘Parent हेतु and makes it invalid. The difference between 
the two meanings is important, because it must be 
noted that the five-fold division of fallacies is really based 
on the different kinds of हेतुदोष and not on those of gee. 
The reason of this distinction is that a 81016 हेतु may often 
he vitiated by two or more errors occurring at once, each of 
Which would fall under one or other of the five classes; 
t their combination will not make a separate kind of 
fanny. Such a हे might in fact be classed under as 
Many heads 88 there are fallacies involved in it, Thus te 
we take the syllogism, वायुर्मन्धवान्‌ tela । the हेतु स्नेह will 
be found to fall under all the five heads of हेत्वाभास, Simi- 


1 Nyaya-Bindu-Tika, Bib. In. p, 104, 


^. Fallacies. 
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larly in घटः पटोऽस्ति ऊुङ्यत्वात्‌, the Z| ऊङ्यत्व has fallacies 0 
all kinds. In दरदो बद्धिमान धमात्‌, the हेतु is of three kinds: 
जापित, सत्प्रातिपञ्च and स्वरूपासिद्ध ; while in पर्वतो धूमवान्‌ ae, 
the हेत्‌ would be both साधारणसत्यभिचार and व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. If 
the division had been applied to @éd instead of हेतुदोष, how 
could these mixtures of several fallacies have been classed? 
They can neither be put under one only of the possible 
heads, nor form an independent class. Hence Naiyayikas 
have adopted the better plan of classifying all the fallacies 

or errors that are possible in a #4, and then denominating a ५ 
हेतु which possessed one or more of them as fallacious in 
so many ways. The author of Didhiti remarks to the same 
effect: ' एकस्यैव स्नेहस्य ‘ अनिकान्तिकः, ` विरुद्धः ' इत्यादेपश्चत्वव्यव ~ 
हारः कथम्‌ ` इत्याशङ्कायामुत्तरम्‌-- * उपाधेयसंकरेष्युपाध्यसंकरः' इति 
न्यायादहोषगतसेख्यामादाय दु्टहेतो पञ्चत्वादिसंख्याव्यवहारः ; (that is, 
* the fallacious reasons are divided into five classes not be- 
cause only five varieties of them are possible, but because 
the errors which underlie them are of so many 11085. ' 706 = 
correct method for a Nydya writer would therefore be to 
classify and define the five 421%s or fallacies and then to 
define a 24 as one that 18 infected with one or more of 


them. 


2. Annambhatta has avoided the difficulty by simply 
enumerating in the text only the five kinds of दुष्टहेतुऽ without 
defining हेत्वाभास ( दहेतु ) in general and then adding the 
definition of a हेठदोष as added in T. 7. The remark of — 
Nilakantha shows that the word हेत्वाभास is used by the 
author in two different senses in the text and in the com- 
mentary. In the text it means a दुष्त , since the five class- 
names given are names of the #4s while the definition in 
T. D. is that usually given of & हेतुदोष. The five errors ina 
हेतु corresponding to the five #%qs mentioned in the text 
are given by N. B. 28 व्यभिचार (discrepancy ), fatra ( con- 
trariety ), प्रतिपक्ष ( counter-balance ), असिद्धि (inconclusive- 
ness ) and बाध ( absurdity ). The five apparent reasons which = 
derive their names from these errors are respectively called 
सव्याभेचार ( discrepant, or inconsistent ), विरुद्ध ( contrary ), 
सत्प तिपश्च (counter-balanced), अस्सिद्ध्‌ (inconclusive) and बाधित 
( absurd or futile ), 
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3. 7. 0. defines a हेतुदोष as अनुभितिपरतिबन्धकयथार्थज्ञानविषयः, 
‘that which is the subject of a right know- 
ledge which prevents a judement The 
errors named above prevent a conclusion 
¶ ‘that would otherwise follow from the reason given. Thus 
inthe syllogism zt वद्धिमान्‌ wara, the judgment that the 
_ ‘ake is fiery would follow in due course, if it were not for 
our certain knowledge that there is no smoke on the lake. 
_ This knowledge becomes therefore अनुमि तिप्रातिबन्धक and the 
subject of that knowledge, namely the absence of smoke on 
। the lake, becomes a हेतुदोष, But why say यथार्थज्ञान ? The 
word यथाथ is used to prevent an erroneous knowledge of a 
दाष from obstructing even a valid wafAfa. As for example, 
our familiar syllogism परवतो afar श्रमात्‌ may be opposed 
by an erroneous perception that there is no fire on the 
। mountain. The a@auraseat however being only a अम 
| ought not to make the हेठु in पवतो वद्धिमान्‌ बाधित etc.; and 
_ hence the restriction that the knowledge of बाध or any 
_ other हेतुदोष must itself be right knowledge, and not a अम 


Errors or defects 
of reason 


_ 4. The definition however is imperfect in another way, 
: ‘because it does not cover those हेतुदोषऽ, such as व्यभिचार, 
। विरोध, साधनापसिद्धि and स्वरूपासिद्धि, which do not prevent an 
| अमिति directly but only indirectly, by preventing Naar 
0१ हत्॒ञान 07 परामश, and are thus अन्यथासिद्ध themselves so 
3 far as अनमितिप्रतिबन्थ is concerned. Nilakantha therefore 
temarks, ततरादुमितिपक्चेनलडल प्रणय बुनितितत्फणान्वितरपग्कं । तेन 
व्यभिचारादिन्ञानस्य परामराभातवः न्धकतयेव निवाहादतमित्यपातिबेन्धकत्वेऽपि 
। व्याभच।रादिषु नाव्यातिः. The word अहमिति in the 19116100 18 to be 
` शाह&8 so as to include अामेतिकरण that is WAST, व्यातिज्ञान ०८ 
| , Whatever it may be. In this way त्याभिचार्‌ and other 
 दषऽ which directly affect the अङुमितिकरण only but not the 
` अहमिति, will be included in the definition. The same result 
4 might be obtained, says the author of the Didhiti, by taking 
` अहमिति to mean not a simple judgment पचतो af@ara, but 
| -Rteraa, as वह्धिव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ पवतो वद्धिमान, Other writers 
"like T.K. avoidthe difficulty by actially introducing the word 
4 after अवुमि ति in the definition. 
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5. After knowing what a हेतुदोष is, it is easy to define a. 

geeq as femeivarg.) Another definition 

४ १९१११९0: 8 qed given by T.B. and Sankara 

Misra is) यत्क हेतोर्यावन्ति रूपाणि गम- 

कतौपयिकानि तदन्यतररूपदीनः, † wanting in any of the five or 
four requisites of a good हेतु. ' This latter definition is 

simpler as well as more scientific, because it takes away the ` 

necessity of recognizing so many हेतुदोषऽ, all of which canin 

fact be reduced to the absence of one or more of the five 

requisites of a Wa. 


6. Although all writers are practically agreed as to the 
definition of a हेत्वाभास, there is no such unanimity about its 
number. The chief divergence of views is between the Nai- 4 
ydyikas, who on the authority of Gofama recognize five | 

Hacious reasons mentioned by Annambhatta,and the Vaise- _ 
sikas, who following Kanada accept only three, namely, : 
सव्याभिचार, विरुद्ध and असिद्ध. The divergence is not however 
radical, for the last two, सत्प्रतिपक्ष and बाधेत, which Gofama क 
enumerates separately, are included by Vaié2sikas either 
under आश्रयाकिद्ध or under सव्याभेचार or अनैकान्तिक as it is 
often called.” Again the names of the several हेत्वाभास are. 
not the same in all books. Gofama names the five as सत्याम 
चार, विरुद्ध, . परकरणसम, साध्यसम and अतीतकाल. ˆ Of these 
the first two are identical with those given by Annambhatia. = 
german is defined as that which leaves the conclusion. 
doubtful, owing to the opposition of an equally strong argu- 
ment on the other side,* and is therefore the same as our 
सत्पातिपश्च. A साध्यसम हेतु is that which is as doubtful as the 
साध्य, and which is therefore असिद्ध. कालातीत corresponds to 
our aaa. Kanada’s aphorism’ is a little obscure, but his 
doctrine is unmistakably summed up in the verse of an u 
known writer, quoted by Prasastapdda, विरुद्धासिद्धसंदिग्धमारेङ्गं 
कार्यपोऽत्रवीत्‌ | ‘ Kasyapa or Kanada declared three false 
reasons, विरुद्ध, असिद्ध and संदिग्ध. Of these विरुद्ध and असिद्ध 





1 V. 8. Up. Cale, ed. p. 159. 

2 Ibid p. 150. ^ 
3 ©. 8.1. 2, 45. 

4 ७.8 2, 48. 

5 9.8. II. I, 15. 
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are the same as ours, while संदिग्ध corresponds to सव्यभिचार 
or अनैकान्तिक. A fourth one named अनध्यवसित is also added 
by some writers, but it is, says Sankara Misra, identical 
with अनुपसंहारि and therefore comes under अनैकान्तिक. Bud- 
 dhists, like the author of Nyaya-Bindu, adopt the enu- 
 meration and terminology of Kanada. The sub-divisions of 
warrant and असिद्ध appear to be the work of modern 
writers. 


7. It is obvious that the difference between Golama and 
Kanada mainly lies in the recognition of 
सत्प्रतिपश्च and बाधित. These together form 
a separate group of material fallacies, as 
distinguished from the other three, which may for convenience 
be called formal fallacies. Many European logicians regard 
_ material fallacies as being out of the province of logic, and 
_ .&similar reason may have prompted Kandda to exclude सत्प 
fat and बाधित from his list of हेत्वाभास8. The exclusion of 
 असत्परतिपश्चत्व and अवाधितत्व (which correspond to the two 
इत्वाभासऽ सत्पतिपश्च and बाधित ) by some writers from among the 
__ five requisites of a good हतु may be accounted for on the same 
ground. It must however be stated, to prevent any misunder- 
_ standing, that there isin Indian Logic nosuch clearly marked 
_ division of formal and material fallacies as was laid down by 
_ Aristotle under the two names of fallacia in dictione, and 
| fallacia extra dictionem. 1४ will be found later on that some 
varieties of अनैकान्तिक and असिद्ध, when reduced to an English 
& syllogism, disclose material fallacies, while others are formal 
_ fallacies. The fact is that the peculiar form of Sanskrit 
क syllogism did not permit a clear demarcation of formal from 
_ material fallacies, nor are the two so separated in practice 
or Most of the so-called formal fallacies involve material miscon- 
` eptions or overstatements, while almost all the material 
__ fallacies can be avoided by a strict adherence to the syllo- 
_ &istic form. The distinction is purely artificial, and has not. 
_ «been observed by the Naiyiyikas. ` 


_ Formal and Mate- 
tial fallacies. 








298 Tarka-Satgraha. 


Sect. LIL सव्यभिचारः. 


The discrepant reason is one that coexists partially, It 
is threefold, over-wide, peculiar and non-exclusive. One that 
coexists with negation of the thing to be proved is over-wide; ९. g. 
mountain is fiery because it is knowable, since knoxability. 
exists with absence of fire on alake. Peculiar is that which ig 
not found either in simlar or contrary instances ; €. g. Sound ` 
is eternal because it is Word. The genus word is ubsent 
from all eterna: and non-eternal things, and resides in Sound 
only. Non-exclusive is that which has neither simlar nor ais«- 
similar instances ; e.g. Everything is transitory because it is 
knowable. Here everything being the subject of inference, there 
25 no separate example. 


1. सव्यभिचार is व्याभिचारेण सह वर्तमानः ‘ that which involves a: 

; व्याभिचार or discrepancy of the हेतु with the 
oo 7९0: साध्य. ' It is defined as अनैकान्तिक, or ‘ co- 
existing with the साध्य only partially.” 

Thus if one says नित्यः segtseqarata | यत्र यत्रास्परछात्वाभावः ( खज्ञ- 
वत्तं ) तत्र तत्रानित्यत्वं यथा सत्कुम्भे, the हेतु will be अनैकान्तिक or- 
व्याभिचरित, because there are the earthy atoms which though. 
wsiaa are नित्य just as there is इद्धि which is both sever and: 
अनित्य. Hence the व्याति is not correct; that is, the हेतु co- 
exists partially with the साध्य, partially with the साध्याभाव, - 
and entirely with neither. Vatsydyana explains the word. 
अनेकान्तिक as, नित्यत्वमेको ऽन्तः । आनित्यत्वमेकोन्तः | एकस्मिनन्ते विदत 
इति एेकान्तिकः वपर्ययादनेकान्तिक उभयान्तव्यापकत्वात्‌.1 The word 
सव्यभिचार implies the same thing, for व्याभिचार or सव्यभिचारत्व ` 
has been defined साध्यसंदेहजनकोभयकोटधुपस्थापक नावच्छेदकरूपवत्वम्‌, 
that is,‘ it is a property which leads to the proof of both, 
साध्य and its negation, and thus causes doubt about the ara. 


The सव्यभिचार has a tendency to prove both साध्य and its 


‘negation because it is coexistent with both; and the 
simultaneous knowledge of ‘these two extremes, produces 
संदेह of the साध्य which is उभयकोटिकल्ञान. Hence Kanade 
calls अनैकान्तिक by the name of सौद्ग्ध. 4 

^. 


1 Vat. on. G. 8. 1, 2, 56. 
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9, सव्याभिचार is subdivided into three varieties साधारण 
_— ( Over-wide ) , असाधारण (Peculiar) and अनुष- 
Its three varieties. संहारी ( Non-exclusive ). Of these साधारण or 
4 the over-wide mark is * that which is found 
¶ both on the सपश्च and the विपक्ष, that is, which co-exists both 
with साध्य and its negation’. Annambhatta defines a साधारण 
simply as one that coexists with साध्याभाव, but the full 
definition would be that given by T. K. सपक्षविपक्चदात्ते. The 
५ reason why Annambhatia omits सपक्षत्तित्व 
_ Over-wide mark: — from his definition is that it is necessarily 
| implied in an अन्वापिहेतु, such as the साधारण 
is, and need not therefore be particularly mentioned. As an 
illustration of साधारण the author gives “ Mountain is fiery, 
because it is knowable ” ; where the reason, “ knowability, 

exists both in things known to possess fire as the ordinary 
¶ hearth, and also things that have no fize, as a lake. The 

‘ata being thus associated with both वाहं and बह्वयभाव, there 
_ 18 70 reason why one should be inferred from it and not the 
other; but both cannot exist together and hence the हेतु is 
fallacious. Similarly in पवतो धूमवान्‌ Te, the हतु ag is साधारणः 
being found to co-exist both with aa in महानस and with 
धूमाभाव in अयोगोकक- 


3. The असाधारण or Peculiar 15 just the opposite of साधारण, 
‘ being found neither in सपक्ष nor in Tava. 
Peculiar mark. == [8 ghsence in the fava is of course natu- 
ral, because even a good हेतु is non-existent 
in विषश्च ; but the fallacy of असाधारण consists in its being ab- 
sent in सपश्च also. Ifthe साधारण is over-wide, owing to its 
trespassing on the forbidden region of fava, this is not 
wide enough as it does not even cover the legitimate 
ground of सपक्ष. One errs on the side of excess, the other on 
that of defect; and thus both are equally falla- 
_ Clous. The असाधारण, in fact, as its name denotes, 
_ isa peculiar characteristic of the पन्त which exists nowhere 
else, and for which therefore no #vazera can be found : 
। As for example, if we say, ^ Sound is eternal, because it has 
_ the nature of sound,’’ the nature of sound, शाब्दत्व, isa peculair 
_ characteristic of sound ; and being so, can lead to no valid 
 @onclusion. In this case the सपक्ष instances, e.g. those 
_ having the साध्य नित्यत्व, would be ether and other eternal 
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things, while the विपक्ष instances would be all non-eternal 
products, such asa jar. The हेतु शब्दत्व exists in neither, and 
hence it is called असाधारण. 


4. The third variety of सव्यभिचार 18 अनुपसंहारि (Non-excha- | 

८ sive ) which is defined in the text as‘ one 

A alae that has neither a सपक्ष nor a विपक्ष zeta, ” 
that is, which is never present where the 

साध्य 18 present, excepting of course the पक्ष itself. Now 
this can happen only when all things in this world are in- 
cluded in पक्ष, and so nothing is left outside the range of Ta 
that can be denominated सपक्ष or विपक्ष. The definitions 
given in T. ह. and T. A. make this quite clear. They are, 
वस्तुमा्पक्चषकः or स्वपश्चकः, ‘one in which the universality of 
things is the ga,’ that is, one in which the साध्य 18 unascer- 
tained ( संदिग्ध ) of all things in the world, and there is there- 
fore no सपक्ष or विपक्ष where the साध्य or its negation might 
be said to be ascertained ( निश्चित ). The example given in 
the text is “All things are transient, because they are know- 
able,” where स्वं being the पश्च, there is no ava or विषश्च 
apart from it. But why cannot the individuals, says an 
objector, serve 88 सपक्ष or -विपक्च ? that is, why cannot we 
argue, सर्वमनित्यं । प्रमेयत्वात्‌ । यत्र यत्र पमेयत्वं तचानित्यत्वं । यथा घटे 
पटे कुड्ये वा ? It cannot ४९ 881 that the साध्य being संदिश्ध 1 — 
सर्व, it is necessarily so in घट, पट and ea ; for first the साध्य 
८ प्रमेयत्व ) may be निशित in the Tat at one time, and be संदिग्ध 
at another ; and secondly uncertainty as to the whole does 
not necessarily imply an equal uncertainty as to individuals 
or some parts of that whole. पर and पट therefore which ~ 
are certainly transient might very well serve as सपक्षटरष्टान्त 
to prove अनित्यत्व on सव. To remove this objection modern 
Naiydyikas define an अनुपसंहारि as केवलान्वाधिधर्मसाध्यकः † one in 
which the साध्य is only positively connected with the हतु, ' 
and so there is neither a त्यातिरेकव्याति nor a व्यतिरेकद्ृष्टान्त. But 
this latter definition also is faulty, as it would apply even to 
ॐ केवलान्वयि wag. The proper answer to the first objection 
would be that in an अनुपसंहारि, although there may be indi- 
vidual things in which the अनित्यत्व is ascertained, there is 
no व्याति either of the अन्वयि or of the व्यतिरेकि kind, since 
the conclusion itself constitutes the widest possible genera 
lization. The name aqydetit, ( Non-exclusive ) is given 
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to this fallacy because the Ta being universal nothing is 
-excluded from it. 


$. Now it may be asked, why are these three fallacies, ap- 
_ parently so dissimilar, and the last 8 quite anomalous case, 
0188860 under सत्याभेचार 2 A closer examination of the 
_ definitions and examples of the three varieties will how- 
- ever show that there is a common principle underlying 
_ the division, and that principle is derived from the general 
definition of सव्यभिचार itself. 


A सत्याभिचार or discrepant reason has been defined as 
one which is not uniformly concomitant 
Sa 1. ०“ with area,’ that is, which uniformly exists 
neither with साध्य nor with साध्याभाव. It 
is neither purely अन्वये, nor purely व्यतिरेकि, nor both com- 
pletely, but half of this and half of that. It is thus 
defective in either or both of the two requisites of a Hea 
‘namely, सपक्षसच्व and raqa=atata. Now there are four and 
_ only four ways in which the two properties may be pre- 
dicated of a हेतु, namely, both may be present. both may be 
_ absent, or either may be present when the other is absent. 
_ Thus we have four cases : (1) presence of both सपक्षसच् and 
_ ` विपक्चव्यादत्ति ; (2) absence of both of them; (3) presence of 
 सपक्चसचव, but absence of faqazarata ; (4) absence of WIAA 
a but presence of विपश्चव्यादात्ते. The first is undoubtedly a 
। tase of सद्धतु, as both the requisites are present, and may 
therefore be left out. In the latter three cases the हेतु is 
_ obviously defective, and is respectively called अनुपसंहारि 
साधारण and असाधारण. अनुपसंहारि has been defined as one that 
& has neither a सपक्ष nor a विपक्ष दृष्टान्त ; that is, there is no 77a 
। which the हेतु co-exists with साध्य nor a विपक्ष from which 
the हेतु is व्यादत्त just as the साध्य is. अनपसंहारि has therefore 
। either of the two properties सपक्षसत्तव and विपक्षव्यादातते. The 
third case is that of a साधारण which is defined as existing 
both on the सपक्ष and the fava; that is, there is सपश्चसत्व 
but no विपक्षव्यादत्ति. The fourth is असाधारण which, as non- 
existing on both सपक्ष and विपक्ष instances, possesses only 
but not सपक्चसच्च. Ths three varieties are thus 


Veness ) of a सन्याभेचार may Occur. 


nothing but the three possible ways in which the अनेकान्तिकत्व 
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6. One more point remains to be noticed in connection. 
with these, and especially the last two. 
१ साधारण and असाधारण, namely, in what re- 
distinguished spect they do respectively differ from केव. 
लान्वाधे and केवटव्यातिरोफे agas. The in- 
stances of साधारण and असाधारण given in the text are very 
similar to those given for केवलान्वाे and केवलव्यातिरोफ, and no 
distinction can at first sight be made between the two pairs. 
A comparison of the illustrations will however show the 
difference. Thus पर्वतो af@ata पमेयत्वात्‌ is a साधारण, while 
पबतोऽभिधयः पमेयत्वात्‌ is a केवलान्वाये. The difference be- 
tween the two lies in the साध्य which is co-extensive with 
the हेत in the latter case, but not 80 in the first Similarly 
Getava frat प्रथिवीत्वात्‌ or गन्धवत्वात is केवलव्यतिरेकि 
while gaat नित्या परथिवीत्वात्‌ will be असाधारण, the difference 
being the same, namely, that the साध्य in a केवलव्यतिरेकि is: 
o-extensive with the हेतु, but not soin the असाधारण. Now 
why should this difference make one a good and the other 
ॐ bad inference? The reason is obvious. When the साध्य and 
हतु coincide with each other, there is no व्याज्ेचार or discre-- 
pancy between the two, although we cannot always have a 
सपक्ष or विपक्ष दृष्टान्त. The essence of साधारण and असाधारण lies. 
not so much in the absence of सपक्ष or favet दृष्टान्त, but in the~ 
imperfect generalization, the absence of the दृष्टान्त only indi- 
cating {06 व्याभेचार or defect in the व्याति 


SECT. LIV. विरुद्धः. 


Contrary reason is that which is pervaded by the negation 
of the thing to be proved, e.g. Sound is eternal because it 5 ` 
created. Creatability is ccvered by the negation of eternity or 
transitoriness, 


7 


2. विरुद्ध or contrary reason is ‘ that which is less ex— 


tensive than the negation of साध्य and is 2 
never coexistent with साध्य." As when we- 


Contrary reason, 


say, ‘ Sound is eternal, because it is artifi- 


cial,’ the reason, ‘artificialness’ coincides with नित्यत्वाभाव OF 
अनित्यत्व and not with नित्यत्व. We have the =a, यत्र यत्र ` ध 
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greet तत्रानित्यत्वं यथा घटे, but not य्न यत्र sara तत्र नित्यत्वम्‌. 
The हेतु छतकत्व being thus नित्यत्वाभावव्याप्य, it becomes a साधक 
or a of that अभाव, and not of its प्रातयोगि नित्यत्व; that is, 
the artificialness of sound is exactly the reason why sound 
} should be non-eternal. Thus the fallacy consistsin drawing & 
¶ conclusion just contrary to that which would be justified by 
the reason. This accords well with Gotama’s definition सिद्धान्त- 
) meats तद्िरोधी विरुद्धः ‘a विरुद्ध is that which is cuntrary to- 
the conclusion desired to be drawn. ’ 


4 2% eg differs from साधारण सव्यभिचार in never existing 
onthe सपश्च as the latter does ; while it differs from असाधारण ` 

¶ inerxisting on the fava unlike the latter which does not. 
। The chief distinction between सव्यभिचार and विरुद्ध 18 that in 

1 the former the व्याति is only imperfect or defective, while in. 

| thelatter it is actually contrary. There is only & discre- 
। pancy in the first ; there is direct opposition in the second. ` 


-_-———— 


Sect. LV. #emaqa:- 


_ The ambiguous or inconclusive reason is that wherein 
: there is another reascn preving the negation of the thing to be 
¶ Proved ; €. g. Sound is eternal, because it is audible like any 
é other sound ; and scund is non-eternal, because tt ts @ creation- 
| ie a jar, | 
The weafttat differs from the विरुद्ध inthis, that while in. 
Be oriak the latter the very same हेतु which ought to. 
Counterbalanced prove साध्याभाव is given as & reason for; 
error. proving the साध्य, in सत्प्रतिपश्च the हेतु which. 
॥ proves साध्याभाव is different ( हेत्वन्तर ) from. 
4 that actually given. For example, if we say ‘Sound is eternal, 
e because it is apprehended by the organ of hearing, ' the हेतु 
। इश), namely ्रावणत्व, does not prove नित्यत्व ; but neither 
does it prove नित्यत्वाभाव. The अनित्यत्व however is proved by, 
i ‘nother हेतु कतकल्व, in such an inference as, ‘Sound is non- 
a sternal, because it is artificial.’ In विरुद्ध the हेतु is incon- 
५ sistent with साध्य in the same inference; 4 सत्पतिपक्च 11 is incon- 
3 _fistent with १९ साध्य in a contrary inference. wearrara is, 


1.4.8. 1, 8 47. 
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classed by Vaigesikas under बाधित, of which it is in one ` 
sense a species ; but there is a clear distinction between the = 
two. In बाधित the साध्य of the inference in question is actual- = 
ly disproved by a stronger proof of another kind, such as ‘ 
perception ; as for instance, if one says “ Fire is cold be- _ 
cause it is a substance, ” the अनुष्णत्व is proved to be false by ` 
our actual perception of the heat of fire, according to the 
maxim प्रत्यक्षेणानुमानं बाध्यते. In सत्प्रतिपश्च there is no such बाध 
-of the inference by a stronger proof, but only a counter- 
baiancing of two inferences, which, being of equal weight, 
are mutually destructive, but neither prevails over the other. 
This peculiarity of सत्मतिपश्च was well expressed by the ‘more 
significant name प्रकरणसम ( Inconclusive ) which Gotama 
gave it. Gofama’s definition ग परकरणसम is यस्मात्‌ पकरणाचेन्ता स 
निर्णयार्थमपार्दष्टः परकरणसमः। | प्रकरण is an argument and its चिन्ता 
is the curiosity (जिज्ञासा) or expectancy (आकांश्चा) whichiscreat- = ` 
-ed in the course of the argument, and remains until itis satisfi- 
-ed by a certain and well-grounded conclusion. An inference 
which is inconsequential owing to being counterbalanced ( or 
‘opposed by a contrary inference of equal weight ) does not 
remove this प्रकरणाचेन्ता ; and hence & प्रकरणसम is defined as 
“ a हेतु which though propounded for the purpose of giving 
8 certain conclusion ( निर्णयार्थमपदिष्टः ) leaves the expecta- = 
“tion of a certain conclusion unfulfilled.’ It is therefore प्रकरण 
सम, that is, as Vatsyayana explains it, परकरणमनातिवर्तमानः 
“always remaining in the stage of a non-concluded argu- 
‘ment. ’ The word सत्परतिपश्च also conveys the same sense, but = 
‘rather distantly. The author of Didhiti interprets it ४8 सन्‌ 
( विमानः ) विरोधिव्याप्तचादिमत्तया पराखद्यमानो हेतः विरोधिपरामजौ 
वा यस्य पराखदथमानस्य हेतोरसो सत्प्रतिपक्षः, To understand this 
derivation, it must be observed that when there are two 
mutually destructive inferences containing the two ds that — | 
are प्रतिपश्च of each other, the judgment is impeded because 7 
‘the two हेतुऽ give rise to distinct qasis leading to quite Mg 
‘contrary conclusions. It is needless perhaps to point oub = 
that a सत्पातपिस्च हेतु is such, only so long as it is of equal 
weight with its contrary ( तुल्यबलयोरेव सतपरतिपश्चत्वं नातुल्यबलयो- 
` रिति नियमः ). As soon as the प्रतिपश्च becomes stronger by any 
reason, the former ceases to be a सत्प्रतिपक्ष, and becomes 


4.3 
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8 बात. Thus if there aretwo arguments, one in harmony 
with the Sruti or any other आप्तवाक्य, and the other opposed 
to it, the latter is बाधित on account of the greater weight. 
of the former. 


Sect. LVL असिद्धः 


Futile reason is of three sorts: having non-existent subject, 
। non-existent reason, and nn-existent concomitance. Non-existent 
| subject is thus:—Skyey lotus is fragrant because at is a lotus like 
¶ alotusinalake. Here skyey lotus is the subject, but it does 
not exist at all. A Non-existent reason is this :—Sound 
। isa quality because it is ocular. Here Sound is not ocular 
} <«asitis audible. Non-existent concomitance is one which in- 
_ volves a limitation or condition. Condition is that which 
_ pervades the thing to be proved, but does not pervade the 
reason. Pervasion of the thing to be proved means not having 
absolute negation co-existent with the thing ; while non-per- 
 vasion of reason means huving absolute negation co-existing 
| with the reason. In ‘the mountain is smoky beeause it has fire,’ 
contact with wet fuel is thé condition. For instance wherever 
_ there £; smoke there is contact of wet fuel. Where there is 
_ fire, not necessarily is there contact of wet fuel; ¢. ¢. there is- 
10 contact of wet fuel in an iron ball. Thus wet fuel is the 
condition becuuse it pervades the thing to be proved-and does not 
। Pervade the reason, Fieriness is a futile reason owing to. 
च the condition. : 


1. The fourth arate is असिद्ध ' inconclusive or unproved 
reason, which Gofama calls areraa( similar. 

to साध्य ), on account of its being as doubt- 
BS ful as the साध्य.1 An असिद्ध हेतु is one that 
__ has the दोष called असिद्धे, and असिद्धि is defined by Udaya- 
«NMicGrya as व्याप्तस्य पक्षधर्मतया sata: सिगद्धस्तद्‌ भावः ‘ absence of 
_ the 1@r@ which consists in the true cognition of the साध्य 
 व्याप्यहेतु as a property of the पश्च; ' or, briefly speaking, आसिद्धि 
। is the non-production of परामर्श. Hence आचीद्धे has been 


Asiddha or Incon- 
ive reason, 





1G, 8. 1, 2; 49. 
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-defined as any cause, other than a व्याभेचार (which gives rise 
‘to सव्यभिचार ), which obstructs the knowledge of परामर्श. As 
-परामर् ( व्यापिविशिष्टपक्षधरमताज्ञान ) is composed of three elements, 
corresponding to the three terms of the syllogism, namely 


-sarff, पक्षता and पक्षधर्मता or हेतुता, the obstruction to the 


knowledge of परामर्श will be caused by a defect or error in 
-the apprehension of any of its three constituents. Thus an 


असिद्ध Za naturally resolves into three varieties, formed 
-according as the error lies inthe knowledge of पक्ष, or of हेतु or 
र्ण व्याति, The first is called आश्रयासिद्ध, the second स्वरूपासिद्ध, 


_and the third व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. 


2. Annambhatta only enumerates the three varieties, 
without defining either असिद्ध in general or 


1. of its first two varieties. आश्रयासिद्ध is defined 
’ as पश्चतावच्छेदकाभाववत्यक्षकः, that is, a हेत 


the subject or place of which is devoid of the distinctive 
character of the supposed पश्च. ' Thus in the example, “A 
sky-lotus is fragrant, because itis alotus,'’ the reasoning 
would be correct if the पक्ष sky-lotus were a real thing; 
but being only an imaginary thing, it is devoid of the essence 
_of the supposed पश्च, namely गमगनीयत्व. Here the पश्च is not 
अरविन्द simply, but मगनीयत्वविशिषट or गगनीयत्वा वाच्छिन्न अरविन्द and 
hence the पक्षदावच्छेदक or the essence of पक्षता is गगनीयत्व which 
never exists on an @ntaeq. In thiscase, being misled by the 
metaphorical application of the word अरविन्द्‌ to गगनारविन्दं we 
‘attribute the qualities of a real lotus to a fictitious thing, the 
existence of which is quite hypothetical or unproved. Here 
the पश्चतावच्छेदकधर्मं is गगनीयत्व, because it distinguishes WH 
विन्द, the पश्च in this case, from other lotuses; and as was 
itself is a real thing, the falsity of गगनार विन्द्‌ must be due to 
the non-existence of its अवच्छेदक, the गगनीयत्व, according to 
the maxim, when a property predicated of a qualified thing 
( विज्ञ ) cannot reside in the qualified ( विकलेष्य-) it is attri- 
buted to the qualification ( साति विरोष्ये ara विशिष्टा अद्धिर्विंशेषण- 
स्रपसंक्रामाति ). In the present instance there ison the qa the 
non-existence of the 
आश्रय or पश्च however may be असिद्धं in two ways, eithe 
being altogether non-existent, as inthe above example, oF 
by wanting the character of Tat, that 18 1 eti 


‘Take, for example, करीरं इस्तादिमत्‌ हस्तादिमत्तया प्रतीयमानता, || 


पश्चतावच्छेदकधर्म, that is, गगनीयत्व. AD 3 
0 as 


सिषाधधिषाविरह etc. = 
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Here the हेतु being identical with the साध्य ( हस्तादिमच्च ), the 
argument is mere सिद्धसाधन, ‘proving what isalready proved, ` 
_ As there is no सिद्धचभाव here, the qt is wanting in the 

essential character of पञ्चता, and is therefore आसिद्ध. Hence T- 
} D.remarks under the next section that according to ancients 

॥ सिद्धसाधन comes under आश्रयासिद्ध, while moderns regard it 
) 48 separate निग्रहस्थान and not a fallacy. 


_ 3. The second variety स्वरूपासिद्ध, non-existence, is so called 
रः because in it the हेतु itself is आसिद्ध, $ e 
non-existent on the पक्ष ; as in the example 
क given in the text, the हेत चाश्चुषत्व does not 
¶ exist on शब्द्‌. Other examples of स्वरूपासिद्ध are 7a वद्धिमान्‌ 
4 धमात्‌, घटः प्रथिवी पटत्वात्‌, सामान्यमनित्यं छतकत्वात्‌, or शच्ादे- 
| स्वो विषाणित्वात्‌, in all of which it will be marked that the 

_ हतु 13 non-existent on the gat. It differs from आश्रयासिद्ध in 
} ‘his, that in the latter the आश्रय is either false or nota proper 

"4, while in the former, both छतु and आश्रय may be real 
_ things but there is no connection between them, or rather 
the negation of हेतु, and not the a, resides in the Ta. स्वरू- 
 पासिद्ध has many sub-varieties, such as द्धासिद्ध, भागासिद्ध, 
{ frites and विशेष्यासिद्ध, all of which ultimately resolve 
into the general characteristic that the हेत, as it is taken, is 
“lon-existent on the पश्च. In this respect स्वरूपासिद्ध may be 
_ 3810 to be complementary to सव्यभिचार, सत्यतिपश्च and बाधत, 
‘The three varieties of a=7(%am, as has been already shown = 
turn on the existence or the non-existence of two of the five 
-Tequisites df & सद्धेतु, namely सपक्षसत्त and Awe; while 
Tait and ana are due to the neglect of the last two 
‘Tequisites, (स्वरूपासिद्ध is due to the absence of the first and 
the most important requisite, namely gaat. Not that the 
हु is unreal or non-existent in itself, but that it lacks the 
‘sential character of हेतुता, namely पक्चधर्मता, The real defi- 
ition of 8 स्वरूपासिद्ध therefore is हेतोः पश्चाक्तित्वम्‌. 


4 व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, non-existent cancomitance or improper 
ए limitation, is defined by Annambhatia as ‘a 
` Thethird kind, murk which has a ( suppressed ) condition 

4 (उपाधि), that is, which is true conditionally 

only. T.K. and the older writers generally define it as 

 पाध्यवयाप्यतावच्छद्कराहितो हेतुः ‘a mark which is devoid of the 

: distinguishing attribute that is necessary to make “it साध्य 


` The second kind. 
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_ tion नीलत्व conveys by implication that, ‘unqualified धरम 
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व्याप्य. When the हेतु, in the form in which it is given, is 
not known to be invariably accompanied by the साध्य it is 
not साध्यव्याप्य, that is, ite व्याप्यत्व is असिद्ध or doubtful. Such | 
ॐ हेतु 28 wanting in the proper व्याप्यतावच्छेदकधर्म, either by 
excess when it is too generally stated, or by defect when 
it is unnecessarily restricted by a limitation that might be — | 
totally false or superfluous. Any way the हेतु is different 
from what it ought to be, and its साध्यव्याप्यत्व is therefore 
questionable. A स्वरूपासिद्ध हेतु does not exist on the पक्ष; 
while a व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध is not invariably associated with ara. 
In one the पक्षधर्मता is vitiated; in the other the व्याति is 
faulty. The stock example is पर्वतो AeA काश्चनमयधमात, ` 
* the mountain is fiery because it has golden smoke. ’ Here 
although mere धूम is वद्धिव्याप्य, काच्चनमयधूम 18 not; for the 
additional epithet makes it a different thing which is not 4 
invariably associated with fire. In thisexample the व्याप्यः — 
त्वावच्छेदक धर्मं 18 not mere Waa but काञ्चनमयधूमत्व or rather 4 
ाश्चनमयत्व, which does not exist on the 4; and hence धूम 1 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. me 


_ 5, So far there is not much difference of opinion, but an- ; ध 

cients and 71006775 876 88 usual dividedas — 
८21 to the exact scope of this fallacy. In the र 
moderns. above example, the epithet काञ्चनमय 18 not 
only superfluous, but makes the हेतु unreal. Suppose how 
ever we have Waal algata नीलधमात्‌. Here although the — 
adjective नील is superfluous, it does not make the हेतु actually ` 
false, and the argument will in spite of it be valid. Hence 
the moderns regard it, not as a case of arma, but only as i 
a fault of language, called आरैक (tautology). The ancients 
however include the case under व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, because नीटत्व, 
being a needless limitation of धम, is as misleading as काञ्चनः 
Hara, and cannot therefore be the proper दयाप्यतावच्छेदक धमः 
The reason why this is regarded as व्याप्यःवासिद्ध fallacy by 
the ancients appears to be that the addition of the qualifica- | 


not वद्धिव्याप्य, and that it is the limitation नीलव 
brings it within the pale of the zan@. नीलव thus becom 
व्याप्यतावच्छद्‌क which it really is not. aie 
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6. Now this असिद्धि of व्याति may occur in two ways, either 
~ when the concomitance is not ‘proved 
plead owing to its non-observation in any other 
place, or when it is actually proved to be 
false owing to the presence of some उपाध or condition. 
Accordingly there are two varieties of व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, (1) साध्ये- 
` नासहचरितिः * not concomitant with साध्य ; and (2) सोपाधिक- 
। साध्यसेबन्धः ‘concomitant with साध्य only conditionally.’ The 
instance of the first is शाब्दः aftre: सत्वात्‌ । ययत्सत्ततश्षणिकं यथा 
। धनः, where the invariable concomitance of सत्त and शक्चणिकत्व 
। isnot proved. The cases of काच्चनमयधृम and नीलधूम would 
_ also apparently come under this class, because there too the 
व्यापि is not proved. The other variety is that of a conditional 
व्यापि and is ordinarily known as सोपाधिक देत. The familiar 
ample of a सोपाधिक 15 पर्वतो शरूमवान वद्धे, where वद्धि is not 
Weary absolutely, but becomes so only when we add the 
_ condition आद्रेन्धनसंयोगे सति ; that is, fire in general is not 
। Invariably accompanied by smoke, but fire in contact with wet 
fuel is. Hence the हेतु in this case, namely a1é, is made साध्य- 
पाप्य only when we add {0 it the limitation अर्दरन्धनसंयोगवान्‌. 
The हेतु is too widely stated and requires to be restricted 
Make the व्याति true. In one sense this case is the 
converse of &I2aamaquH. In that case the fallacy consisted in 
headdition ofan unnecessary restriction, while in this, itcon- 
ts in the omission of a necessary one. In both cases, how- 
we : rep the उ्याप्यतावच्छेद्‌क is equally false, and hence the general 
ffinition of a व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध applies to both. 





7. After having comprehended what व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध really 
: is, the student will be in 2 position to 
00१०11०5 understand and correctly estimate An- 
nition, ~ ~ a 
बायतापिद nambhatta’s statement that a सोपाधिक हेतु is 
पप्यत्वासिद्ध, There is a difference of opinion asto the true 
Meaning of this statement. 8. ©, takes it asa definition of 
1 Wats, but it will be seen from what has been said 
above that aaa can properly be a definition of only one 
King of स्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, and does not at all apply to instances 
काच्चनमयधूम. On the other hand Nilakantha seems to 
€ the statement not as 8 definition, but as a reply to 
Who class सोपाधेक as a separate हेत्वाभास. The inter- 
0 of Nilakantha would undoubtedly be preferable”. 
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as it saves the author from a palpable error; but there is 
against it the unequivocal statement of T. D. दयाप्यत्वासिद्धस्य 
ganar सेपाधिक इति. We have no choice therefore but 
to agree with 8. C. intaking the sentence as ॐ definition. 
There are only two suppositions on which Annambhatta’s 
definition can be reconciled with the general doctrine of 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. Hither he included instances like काञ्चनमय 
धूमात्‌ and ङाब्दः क्षणिकः सत्वात्‌ under सोपाधिक itself, or he 
relegated them to some other head of हेत्वाभास. Both sup- 
positions are plausible and may be partly true. In the in- 
ference, for example, कान्द क्षणिकः wala we can conceive of 
an उपाधि such as उत्पत्तिमच्े सति, or ध्वैसप्रतियोभित्वे सति, so that 
ether and other eternal things may not be stare simply be- 
cause they exist. Thus the हेतु wa will be सापाधिक. Simi- 
larly we might regard काच्चनमयश्रमात्‌. as an instance of स्वरूपा- 
सिद्ध, since, there being no such thing as काच्चनमयश्म in the 
world, the हेतु is non-existent on the पक्त. In this manner 
we can perhaps justify Annambhatta’s definition ; but the 
fact that it is inconsistent with the express views of other 
eminent authorities such as Gangesa, Raghunatha, and Vis- 
ganatha is undeniable. On the other hand there is 8 
distinct school of writers who exclude even the सोपाधिक 
proper from the class of असिद्ध हेतु, and put it under सव्यभि- 
चार; and their reasoning is very plausible. gana, they say, 
vitiates¢am@, which in its turn destroys परामर्श. उपाधि is 
therefore not a direct cause of अलुमितिप्रतिबन्ध. sana pro- 
duces व्यभिचार of व्याति, and that व्यभिचार obstructs the 48- 
मिति. उपाधि therefore being अन्यथासिद्ध is not itself a हेतदोष, 
the real दोष in all the सोपाधिक हेतु being the व्यभिचार which 
springs from उपाधि. Hence सोपाधिक 18 in fact only ४ Spe 
cies of सव्यभिचार, The difference between this view 
the generally accepted opinion is that the former includes 
the सापाधिक under सव्यभिचार because there is the व्यभिचार, 
while the latter includes it under उयाप्यत्वासिद्ध because there a 


is the असिद्धि of व्यापि. 


8. A question here arises as to what distinction ०82 be 2 
५1 made between व्याभिचार्‌ and असिद्धि of ae 

: 6 क The distinction is important, pecause it is 
dhicara. that on which the difference between aa 
प्यत्वासिद्ध and a साधारण सव्यभिचार depends — 
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Apparently the two are identical, because both of them 
denote the break of the snvariable concomitance of साध्य and 
` इत. The distinction is rather nicely drawn, but it is real. 
। 118 that व्यभिचार is positive while व्याप्यत्वासिद्धि is negative. 
व्यभिचार is the cause which actually disturbs the invariable 
_ concomitance ; असिद्धि is only the absence of that concomitance. 
 व्वाभिचार is the certainty that the व्याति is false, असिद्धि is the 
ancertainty that it is real. व्यभिचार is therefore stronger 
। and more palpable, while असिद्धि occurs more frequently in 
_ practice and is not easily detected. Instances often occur in 
"which we strongly suspect that the generalization is imper- 

fect, but we cannot positively say why it is so. The example 

शब्दः afte स्तात्‌ is of this kind, for we can neither say that 
। क्षणिकत्व and सत्त्व are associated, nor that they are not. To 
_ take a common instance, both gravity and elasticity being 
common properties of ali matter are found invariably 
associated with each other; and yet we cannot say that 

one is व्याप्य of the other. The concluding remark of N. B. 
_ where this distinction is expressed in ® peculiarly technical 
। language, though somewhat obscure, amounts to the same 
thing. T. 7.8 dictum that in साधारण there is अव्यभि- 
 चाराभाव, ४. ¢. व्यभिचार, while in व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध there is विशि 
 व्याक्त्चभाव, is really the same distinction expressed in a slight- 
 Iydifferent way. In साधारण we are assured of the non- 
existence of व्याभिचाराभाव, i. ९ of the actual existence of 
: व्यभिचार, while in असिद्ध we are certain only of the non-exist- 
ence of व्याति, but cannot positively say whether there is an 


actually व्यभिचरित व्याति. 


































। 9. swrevant@tq has been defined as सोपाधिक, but the mean- 
् ing of the latter phrase cannot be under- 
peels. stood unless we know what an उपधि is. 
# सोपाधिक is a हेतु that is true conditionally ; 
but what is a cundition १ Etymologically the word gata is 
‘interpreted by Udayandcirya as उप समीपवारतीनि आदधाति संक्रा- 
परयति स्वीयं ध्ममित्युपाधिः. It is a thing which imparts its own 
Property to another object placed in its vicinity, as @ red 
wer which makes the crystal placed over it look like a 
ae by imparting'to it its own redness, not really but seem- 
ingly. The flower is therefore the उपाधि. Similarly the all- 
। Yervading Akasa appears to have dimensions and form when 
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circumscribed in a jar, because the परिमितत्व of its उपाध र 
घट is for the time being imparted to it. उपाधि is therefore 
the condition or the surrounding circumstances, individually 
and collectively, which give athing its distinctive cha- 
racter for the time being, and make it look as it appears 
tous. Although therefore a thing may generally belong 

to a class, its specific character by which we usually - 
distinguish the thing from other species or individuals of 
the same class is given to it by its उपाधि. Thus though 
smoke may be generally said to be produced from fire, the: 
specific and immediate cause of its production is the pre- 
sence of wet fuel, for it is wet fuel that, when ignited, in- 
variably gives out smoke. There is therefore an invariable 
concomitance (व्याति) between ९८ fuel-and smoke, for the smoke, 
being the immediate effect of wet fuel, cannot exist without 
its cause, the wet fuel. In other words धरम is आद्रन्धनसंयोगव्याप्य 
and आर्द्रेन्धनसंयोग is the व्यापक of um. Itis not however a 
general rute that wet fuel exists wherever there is fire, for 
fire may exist on dry fuel or without any fuel atall,asina — 
red-hot iron ball. Therefore आद्रेन्धनसंयोग is not the व्यापक 
of a. Thus aseaadart, which is the उपाधि of wa, that 
is, the invariable condition on which the production of smoke 
depends, may be described as धूमव्यापकत्वे सति बह्धयव्यापकः, that 
is, it is more extensive than धूम and less extensive than वद्धि. 
. It is intermediate between the two, and 18 in fact the differ- = ` 
ence by which the range of 4H is smaller than the range of 
ata. If we take the figure on p. 283 it will correspond to the 
gnomon EKG, which added to the smaller square of smoke = 
makes the larger one representing fire. When therefore we 
reason पर्वतो धूमवान्‌ Ta: , this उपाधि invariably checks us. For 
if this syllogism is valid, a being the साध्य must be the ` 
व्यापकः of the @a arg. But अर न्धनसंयोग 18 already shown to 
be the व्यापक of धूम; a fortiori’ अआरद्रैन्धनसंयोग must be 
the व्यापक of arg. It is however shown to be the अध्यापक . 
of a7@. The same thing thus becomes both व्यापक 874 
अव्यापक of बहनि, which is absurd. Hence the inference qaat 
धूमवान्‌ Tz: cannot be valid, that is, the a 7iZ is ot a Wad 
but a हेत्वाभास 
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We can deduce the same conclusion by direct reasoning. — 
आर्रैन्धनसंयोग is the व्यापक of A and ais the sive of the 
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wait. A fortiori 1% is always the यापक of धूम, and can never 
¶ bea proper हेतु for inferring the wa, since a हेत must be 
} always the व्याप्य of its साध्य, A syllogism, therefore, having wa 
for its साध्य and वद्धि for 1#8 हेतु or साधन, is rendered invalid on 
¶ account of the presence of the उपाधि, ४. ९. आद्रैन्धनसंथोग, which 
॥ being धूमत्यापक and बह्भवयव्यापक may be expressed by the general 
fomula, साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साधनाव्यापकः, This is in fact the de- 
} finition of sa given by Annambhatta, a definition which 
he has borrowed from Udayandearya. In a valid syllo- 
} gism, such as पर्वतो a@arq vara there is no such gan@ 
because there वाद्व and wa being साध्य and साधन respectively 
¶ अद्रन्धनसंयोग is not साध्यव्यापक and साधनाव्यापक. The defini- 
tions of साध्यव्यापकत्व and साधनाव्यापकन्व givenin the text are 
# *asily understood. The first is the quality of never being 
¶ the Naatitt of any absolute negation co-existin g with the साध्य, 
97076 shortly, the property of never being absent where 


_ the साध्य is present, The second of course is just the opposite 
_-Of this. 


10. T.D. notices four kinds of उपा :—(1) that which co- 
vers the साध्य absolutely, that is, universal- 
ly ; (2)that which covers it only in that 
form in which it exists on the पश्च : (3) that 
` which Covers it only whenit is associated with साधन ; and 
“astly (4) that which exists in the साध्य independently. आद्र 
च्धनसंयोग 18 an instance of the first kind, because it co-exists 
with smoke everywhere. An instance of the second kind is. 
उद्धृतरूपव तव (manifested colour) in the inference वायुः भरत्वक्षः 
 पर्षस्पाश्रयत्वात्‌, because प्रत्यक्षस्पज्ञाश्रयत्व Co-exists with प्रत्य 
क्त्व only when it is accompanied by उद्धूतरूपवत्व. But this 
 इद्भतरूपवतव is nota necessary condition for घत्यक्षत्व of all kinds 
‘since it does not exist in मानसपत्यक्ष. उद्भूतरूपवत्तव is necessary 
fr only that kind of seret which is possible in the case of a 
thing like air, that is, the "tat of external objects. Hence 
STITT is an उपाधि for बहिदरव्यपत्यक्षत्व only, that is, परत्यक्षत्व 


by a property ( बहिरत्यत्व ) residing in the पश्च, wz. 


the third is still more complex. In the instance ध्वंसो 
, जन्यत्वात्‌, भावत्व 18 the samt because the व्याति 
प तत्तदविनाशि is true of भाव things only, and requires 


| Four kinds of 
Upadhi. 
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ation भावत्वे सति. भावत्व 18 @ 


necessary condition for a thing being अनित्य, only when 


the thing is a product, since प्रागभाव though not a भाववस्तु is: 


both अजन्य and aaa. भावत्वं is therefore the sam@ of the 
ducts, that 18, itis जन्यत्वा-- 


अनित्यत्व of roe Bu not of non-pro 
वच्छिन्नानित्यत्वव्यापक. Put in the above instance जन्यत्व being 
the साधन, and अनित्यतव the साध्य, भावत्व is ATTA SSAA AIT, 
Nilakantha here reads प्रागभावो faarait जन्यत्वात्‌, 
प्रागभाव instead of ध्वेस the प 
remark अन्न जन्यत्वे पक्षधर्मो न संभवतीत 
चरितलक्षणम्‌. But this appears to be wrong, for the syllogism, 
as put by Nilakantha, will be an instance of स्वरूपासिद्ध where: 


हेतु does not exist on the पश्च, 


सिद्ध. The appended comme 
उपाधि here 18 व्यापक not because जन्यत्व is not 


8 पक्षधर्म, but because the उपाधि itself cannot be a Tue. 
‘Another instance of this kind of उपाधि is want मित्रातनयः 
इयामः, मित्रातनयत्वाव्‌, मित्रातनयवत्‌ ‘ the पण 
named Mitra is dark-coloured, because he is a son 
like his elder brothers, Here ङाकपाकजत्व is an 
the dark colour is found only in th 
were born when their mother had eaten only vegetables and 
not ghee. Other sons of Mitra born after eating ghee 8re 
not dark-coloured, while eating of vegetables is not know) 


to produce dark colour anywhere except in Mitra’s sons. 


to be limited by the qualific 


thus making 


The fourth kind of उपाधि 15 प्रागभावो विनाज्ली प्रमेयत्वात्‌, where 
भावत्व is उपाधि because only those kno 


that is, itis the उपाधि of 
- being neither the साधन nor a पश्चधर्म 18. an 
in this case the उपाधि is उद्‌ासीनधम्मवच्छिन्न. ` 


1 Fora fuller explanation of the doctrine of उपाधिं see ए. 
- and S. M, 10८. cit, Calc. ed. pp. 123-5. See also Appendix 
‘edition. 


at of the syllogism and adds the — 
गीति साधनावच्छिन्नसाध्यव्यापकत्व- 


and not of सोपाधिक or व्याप्यवा- — 
nt is also incorrect, because the — 


orn son of the woman 
of Mitra — 


उपाधि because: 
ose sons of Mitra who ~ 


wable things that 876 ` _ 


भावरूप (and not अत्यन्ताभाव ) are destructible. But again 414 — 


is a condition for अनित्यत्व only when the thing isa product; — 
जन्यत्वावच्छिन्लानित्यत्व, where जन्यत 


उदासीनधर्म. Hence ` 





2 । 











































| é SECT. एए. ] Notes. 315 
8807. LVIL arfira:. 


A reason ts false where the negation of the thing to be 
proved is established by another proof, e. 9. fire is cold as it 
is substance. Here coldness is the thing to be proved, and 
its negation is hotness which is cognized by touch-perczption. 
Hence the reason is futile. 


1. The special characteristic of बाधेत has been already ex- 
plained in distinguishing it from सत्प्रतिपक्ष." 

। ` - ‘Annambhatta defines it as ‘ 8 हेत designed 
to prove a साध्य, the negation of which is 

ascertained by another and presumably a more authoritative 
proof; for if the other proof is not stronger, it will not 
prevail and the first हेतु will not be aaa or contradicted. 
Annambhatta’s definition of ama is in conformity with 
the opinion of the ancient school that the knowledge of the 
साध्याभाव obtained by the other proof must be a certain and 
tight knowledge ( भमात्मक. ) Raghunatha Siromani and other 
moderns, however, think that it need not be परमात्मक. Gangesa’s 
definition मितसाध्याभाववत्यक्चको बाधेतः, of which Annam- 
bhatta’s definition is only ® paraphrase, is simple and toler- 
ably correct ; but it requires one important qualification, 
viz. अनवच्छिन्न, in order to prevent it from applying in the 
Case of an अव्याप्यद्ात्ति धर्म. Thus when we say कपिसेयोगवानयं 
` ga:, the same Ta उक्ष will have the साध्य i. e. संयोग in one 
part ( जञाखावच्छेदेन ), and संयोगाभाव in another part (मरलावच्छेदेन); 
and yet the inference will not be बाधित. Itis therefore de- 
_ clared that in बाधित the ascertainment of साध्याभाव must be 

_ with respect to the whole qa, and not 6 a part of it only. 

4 The complete definition therefore is भाव- 
ava. The varieties of this बाधेत are enumerated, according 
as the thing apprehended by the other proof 18 पक्ष, or साध्य - 
 भरतियोगि, or हेतु, and according as the other -proof is प्रत्यक्ष 
| अलुमान, उषमान, or शब्द्‌. Sune ( १ 


| । | 1 See Note under Sec. 54 p. 307 Supra. ` 
2 BhimSosrya : NyBya-koea anded- p- 554. । ` 
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2. It may be remarked by the by that there exists much 

: confusion as to the correct reading of 

Correct reading. स्पारानग्रत्यक्षेण, among different copies and 

commentators, probably owing to the 

doubt whether there can be a eqratameaat of उष्णत्व; but there 

ought to be no reasonable doubt on the point after what 
has been already said as to the perception of qualities.’ 


3. The five “ fallacious reasons ’’ having been explained, 
ee we may now take a brief survey of all of 
५.11. them together, in order to understand, if 
possible, what general principle underlies 

the classification given in the text and with what limita- 
tions it is to be accepted. In the first place, even a cursory 
glance will show that the five हेत्वाभास do not exhaust all 
the kinds of fallacies thai are liable to be committed in the 
course of reasoning. They are professedly हेत्वाभास ऽ only, 
that is, fallacies of the हेत or middle term of the syllogism. 
But our daily experience shows that the other terms, the 
major and the minor, are equally capable of hiding fallacies 
of their own, even though the middle be faultless. The two 
Iilicit Processes of major and minor in English logic are 
distinctly fallacies of this latter kind. Again there are other 
fallacies which are as it were extra-logical, and which can- 
not be said to belong to particular terms, either because ॐ 
premise is false in fact though correct in form as in ॐ 
Peétitio Principii, or because the argument is totally irrele- 
vant, as in an Jgnoratio Elénchi. What place is provided 
for these in Sanskrit logic ?. Or is it that they were not re- 
garded as fallacies in India? The latter case is certainly 
not possible, for an argument once invalid is invalid wher- 
ever you go. So that either these fallacies must be includ- 
ed in some one or other of the five classes of हेत्वाभास men- 
tioned above, or there must be a separate group or 
groups of fallacies not alluded to by Amnambhatta. A 
perusal of the standard works on NyaGya shows that both 
surmises are partially true. Like ४6 हेत्वाभास 8 some writers 
treat of other kinds of आभास8 also, such as a पक्षाभास and ॐ 
@etearara, which are as much fallacies as the #aTaTas and 
many of which have their exact equivalents in English 


2 See Note 2 under Sec. 43 p. 232 Supra. . 
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: 
2 ‘Jogic. And that is just as it should be, for if the हेतु is 
9716 to be mis-conceived and m is-stated, so are the पक्ष, 
the साध्य and the दृष्टान्त. Many of these ATMs and especially 
those of दृष्टान्त are enumerated in old works.' Again Gctama 
mentions numerous fallacies of argument under the two heads 
of जाति and निग्हस्थान, of which the grates form only a sub- 
division. Apart from these there are found in practice many 
complex cases of bad reasoning such as अन्योन्याश्रय, अनवस्था 
and चक्रक, Strictly speaking therefore the so-called हेत्वाभास 
mentioned in Nydya manuals form only a part of the possi- 
ble fallacies. 


4. A little consideration however will show that all the 
varieties of आभास can be reduced to ॐ 
हेत्वाभास. A fallacy, in whatever part ; of 
bhasas. ` € syllogism it may lie, can by stating 
‘ the syllogism in a logical form be reduced 
some improper use of the middle term in one 07 both the 
premises. The middie term, being the link which connects 
_ the subject and the predicate of the conclusion, determines 
in fact the character of the whole syllogism ; and so if the 
latter is invalid the invalidity must in one way or another 
_ arise from some defect in the connecting link. Not that 
other parts of the syllogism may not be faulty, but the 
_ faults can, by re~stating the syllogism in a suitable form, 
_ betransferred to the middle term. This is rendered much 
easier in the Sanskrit syllogism than in the English, owing 
_ tothe peculiar form of the former. The chief thing re- 
: ‘quired for a valid अलमिति in.Sanskrit is a correct पराम ; 
and a quasi, which is composed of three constituent ele- 
। ‘Menis, पक्षता, पक्षधर्मता and व्याति, is correct only when its three 
_ ‘omponents are faultless. Hence all the faults of a syllo- 
। gism must belong to some one of these three things. When 
। the fault lies in the पक्षधमेता or हेत॒ता, it is of course a हेत्वाभास 
। ‘Proper. The fault lies in पक्षता only when the gat or minor 
| term is a totally unreal thing, such 88 गगनारविन्द्‌, or when it 
isa thing on which the हतु does not reside. Either way the 
इत or middle term cannot be predicated of the minor, and the 
two cases fall under आश्रयासिद्ध and स्वरूपासिद्ध respectively. 
| 18९९ for instances of these Ny@ya-Bindu- Tika, Bibl, Ind p. 91 et. seq. 
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Athird case occurs in English logic, namely that of Illicit 
Process of minor in which the term is undistributed in the- 
premise, though distributed in the conclusion. But this 
case is not possible in the Sanskrit syllogism, because there, 
as has been already pointed out,’ the va or minor term is 
always universal. The minor premise, ४. ९. the gaarea, be- 
ing always in the universal affirmative, the minor term 18 - 
never undistributed in the premise. Lastly when the fault 
lies in the व्याति, it can always be traced to a व्यभिचरित or 8 


सोपाधेक हेतु. 


5. Leaving aside all material or non-Logical fallacies 
क “which are ultimately reducibie to 8०716 ` 
i pea Euro- fault in the व्याति, the strictly Logical or 
formal fallacies recognized by European. 

logicians fall under four heads, }. Undistriluted middle, 2. 
the two Illict Processes( of major and minor), 3, Negative: 
premises for affirmative conclusion and vice versa, and 4, 
four or more terms.2 Now the first of these expressly per-- 
tains to the middle term, while the Jilicit Processes have- 
been shown to be impossible in Sanskrit. The Illicit major™ 
is impossible, because if the major term is to be distributed 
in the conclusion, the conclusion must be negative; but 8 
negative conclusion is inadmissible in Nyaya logic. An: 


Illicit minor would require an undistributed minor term in, 4 


the premise which is also impossible in Sanskrit. The- 
other two kinds are resolvable into Ambiguous Middle. Al 
the semi-logical fallacies also come under Ambiguous Middle. 
So all possible fallacies are reduced to three classes, non-~ 
logical fallacies coming under व्यात्तिदोष, the Undistributed ~ 
Middle and the Ambiguous Middle. Of these the Undistri- 
buted Middlé is not possible in Sanskrit, as the व्यातिवाक्य | 
which corresponds to the major premise is always in the ९ 


form of a universal proposition, and must have & universal = 


middle for its subject. But more of this later. The Ambigu= = 
ous Middle is nothing more than an आसिद्ध or अप्रसिद्ध हेत्‌. 


 गृणएणड we see that all fallacies sre ultimately reducible to 


8076 defect in the हेतु or middle term. The same can be = az 





_ 1800 Note on p. 974, Supra.  ` - 
-% Whately : Elements of Logic, Bk. I11,$ 2. 
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` + ghown to hold good in the English syllogism if all the 
moods are reduced to the only valid and proper mood, 


Barbara. 


6. Now let us consider the fallacies mentioned in the older 
 ' entton- works on Nyaya, which do not apparently 
jd in old works. belong to the हेतु. The twenty-four जाति6. 

mentioned by Gotama' are nothing more: 
than arguments based on false analogy or false distinction, 
d to हेत्वाभास. Of the twenty-two- 


and can be easily reduce 
निय्रहस्थान8 or points where an adversary can be caught or 
defeated, some like अथौन्तर, एनरुक्त and निरर्थक are merely 


tricks usually resorted toby 2 disputantin order to confound: 
his rival, and which his rival is therefore taught to expose 
at once. Others like अविज्ञातार्थ, अननुमाषण, अप्रतिभा and पर्य- 
लुयोज्योपेश्चण are only possible in long-continued controversies,. 
and have nothing to do with the syllogism. They are dia- 
lectical lapses rather than fallacies of 8 particular argu- 
ment, and belong therefore to the province of Rhetoric, not: 
Logic. Only seven of these t wenty-two‘catching points’ viz. 
प्रतिज्ञाहानि, धरतिज्ञान्तर, धतिज्ञात्िरोध,  TetarreeaTe, हेत्वन्तर, AT 
सिद्धान्त and हेत्वाभास, can have any pretensions to be called 
logical fallacies. Of these the first four andthe last but one 
are manifestly cases where the disputant is inconsistent with 
himself, and his conclusion does not therefore follow _from 
his premises. हेत्वन्तर occurs where he employs one दहत in: 
` ेहवाक्य and another in the व्याति. All these are cases of 
याभि चरित हेतु. The fallacies proper are therefore included in. 
the last निग्रहस्थान, named हेत्वाभास, Similarly it can be shown. 
that there can be no पक्षामास or व्याप्तयामास OF दृष्टान्ताभास apart. 


from the हेत्वाभास. पक्चाभास 0 ॐ misleading mincr falls under. 
आश्रयासिद्ध. व्याप्तदाभास OF false generalization is nothing but & 
उ्यभिचरित or असिद्ध ame, and is included in अनैकान्तिक OF 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध हेत्वाभास. दटान्ताभास also falls under thé same,as it 
ig nota दोष in itself, but acts by vitiating the uw, If we say. 
नित्यः शब्दोऽचतंत्वात्‌ घटवत्‌, the example 32 is # दृ्ान्तामास 
because neither साध्य nor साधन exists on चठ, Again, if wesay 
` रामादिमानयं get मरणधमेतवादरथ्यापुरुषवत्‌, the रथ्यादरुष is a 

` ष्टान्ताभास because रागादिमत्त श becente TUNA ea 


.# त 


doubtful in the man pass- 





` 1 6.8. 1.1; andT. D. p: 64 
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ing in the street, the दृष्टान्त is not निश्ितसाध्यवान्‌. All such 
cases of false or doubtful instances give rise to व्यभिचरितव्यातनि 
-and go under अनैकान्तिक or असिद्ध. There are some miscellane- 
‘ous fallacies such as साधनापाकेद्धि, साध्याप्रासिद्धि etc. which are 

हेतुऽ under different names, Lastly the complex fallacies 
known as अन्योन्याश्रय, अनवस्था, and चक्रक are only series of 
‘two or more invalid syllogisms. In this way the five हेत्वाभास 
named in the text can be shown to include all the possible 
“cases of fallacious arguments. 


7. The narrowing down of the circle of fallacies to the 

र single head of हेतुदोष has the great advan- 

= ad tage of facilitating their detection. In the 
cation, English syllogism you have first to examine 
all the three terms separately, then the 

form of cach premise, and then the material truth of 
the major premise. In Sanskrit you have only to look to a 
‘single term, namely the हेतु, and see whether it possesses all 
the five requisites of a good हेतु. If it lacks any one of them 
you Can at once pronounce that the argument is: invalid. 
Then find out which requisite is wanting. If qavaaa is 
absent, the fallacy is either आश्रयासिद्ध or स्वरूपासिद्ध. It 
 सपरक्षसत्त is wanting, itis असाधारण or अजुपसेहारि. If विपक्षव्यादात 
‘is not found, it is साधारणानेकान्िक or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. In 
.विरुद्ध the an® is just the opposite of that assumed, and 
‘hence you will find both सपक्षसत्व and विपश्षव्याटत्ति not only 
absent, but actually reversed, that is, you will find 
` सपक्षव्याद्ात्ति and विपक्षसत्त. The last two हेत्वाभास are only 
‘Special cases of false or imperfect generalization. Of these 
‘varieties the two that are most insidious and occur most fre- 
quently in practice are साधारण and व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध; and as these are 
caused by incorrect generalization, you have only to state the 
च्याि in the form already provided wad तत्तत्‌ or यत्र यत्र-तत्र त्र 
-and then see whether the व्याति as stated is warranted by ex- 
-Perience. If it is not, it 36 व्यभिचरित and the syllogism is in- 
‘valid. )In the Aristotelian syllogism the multiplication of 
‘figures and moods only breeds confusion and makes the deé 
‘tection of fallacies often difficult. The Naiyayikas, profiting 
‘by the vast resources of the Sanskrit language, have con- 
siderably minimized this difficulty by providing asingle form 
-Of syllogism which is both the simplest and the most elas- 
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tic at the same time. It is capable of conveying even the. 
most complex ideas in the fewest words possible. For ex- 
ample nothing is more difficult in English than to cbvert a. 
_ proposition, that is, to change an affirmative into negative 

and vice versa; and yet in Sanskrit you can. do this. 
at once by simply adding अभाव to the word. This’ hag. 
enabled the Naiydyikas to dispense with all negative moods 

and thus reduce the syllogism to the single form Barbara. 1 

They have thereby avoided all fallacies arising from non-. 
distribution of terms. In this way they have narrowed the 

circle of formal fallacies to the single case of ‘ ambiguous ” 

middle, ’ and reduced all marerial fallacies to a व्याभिचरित or- 
असिद्ध व्यापि. 


8. 1४18 9 useful exercise to convert the Aristotelian and 
_ the Sanskrit syllogisms into each other. 
` (9 They have each its special characteris- 
telian syllogisms. tics, and allowance must be made for 
them Lefore an English syllogism is con- 
verted into Sanskrit or vice versa. The principal rule of 
conversion 18, “ Always reduce an English syllogism to the 
form Barbara before converting it into Sanskrit, and 
conversely when a Sanskrit न्याय is tobe put intoan English 
_ garb, make such modifications as are necessary to put it in 
€ most natural form sanctioned by the rules of English 
_ logic. *” Ina valid argument the rule may be sometimes. 
| ignored without much inconvenience, but when the argu- 
_ Ment is fallacious, its neglect is likely to mislead the stu- 
dent by making the detection of fallacies difficult. The most- 
striking difference between English and Sanskrit logic 
is the absence in the latter of any distinction correspond- 
ing to the formal and matérial fallacies, or as Aristotle 
_ termed them, fallacies in dictione (in form) and those extra 
| dictionem (outside form). The reason of this has been already 
explained. The form of the Sanskrit syllogism isso strictand 
_ Circumscribed that an argument put into it isat once reduced’ 
_ toa mere mathematical equation. The chance of any fallacy 
_ 4urking in words is therefore reduced to a minimum. Wha- 
__tely divides the Yormal fallacies into two groups, one of 
: 1 Vide Note p. 274, Supra. : 








० Tarka-Samgraha. | SECT, LVI. 


purely logical, comprising the two Illicit processes and the 
Undistrtbuted middl:, and the other of Ambiguous middle, 
called semi-logical. We have seen that fallacies of the first 
group are totally absent in Sanskrit since they are strictly 
formal. The semi-fcrmal or semi-logical fallacy of ambiguous 
middle is found, exactly because it is partly material ; and 
even that, when stated in Sanskrit, assumes the character 
‘of a material fallacy, namely सोषाधिकहेतु. The ambiguity of 
the middle term becomes the उपा in Sanskrit, and when 
.once that उपाधि is ascertained, we immediately know that the 
‘sant is व्याभेचरित, which 18 a material fallacy. Not that no 
formal fallacies are possible in Sanskrit. There are some of 
‘them of the kind known in English as the fallacy of four terms 
or paronymous terms; but whea analysed they are reduced to 
either स्वरूपासिद्ध or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. 


9. Now we shall illustrate ourremarks by a few examples:- 

L Take, an Illicit Process of Major : 
अ pee ml Whatever is universally believed is true ; 
: God’s existenceis not universallybelieved ; 


.. It is not true. 
Or stated more simply :— 
All universally-helieved things are true ; 
God’s existence is not a universally—believed thing; 


,*, God’s existence is not true. 


This is an invalid mood (AE E) of the first figure and ~ 


the major ter.n ‘true’ is distributed in the conclusion butun- 

distributed in the premise. As we must have 

propositions in Sanskrit, obvert the minor premise and the 
conclusion in the above ; so we have > 

All universally believed things are true; 

God’s existence isa not-universally-believed thing 

 God’s existence is a not-true ( untrue ) thing. 


` ranslated into Sanskrit this will run ‘— 


Sear a HIATT | च 
असर्वपरिगर्दःतत्वात्‌ or सवरपरिषदीतत्वाभावात्‌ 


यत्र यच्च सर्वपरिणहातत्वं त प्रमाणत्वम यथा घटादो\ . 


all affirmative ` 
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Here it will be seen that the व्याति 18: not proper because 
~ sthe two terms in it do not correspond ४० हेतु and साध्य. But 
। the general proposition is true; hence its correct व्यतिरेक 
will be यत्र यत्राप्रमाणत्वं तत्र तत्र स्परिगरहीतत्वाभावः ; that is, 
भरमाणत्व which is the साध्य in the syllogism here is स्परिग्रही- 
 -तलामावव्याप्य ६. ९ साधनव्याप्य. Thus the हेतु in this syllogism 
15 #€ व्यापक of साध्य and not साध्यव्याप्य, as it always is in 
। 8 ९811१ syllogism; hence it is सोपाधिक or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध..* Or ` 
after translating the syllogism into Sanskrit, we may supply 
gat of our own that will suit it, namely यज यत्र सवैपरिगरही- 
। -तत्वाभावस्तत्ाप्रमाणत्वम्‌ यथा ुक्तिरजते. Here if we had any 
_ faqazeret where the हेतु (असर्बपरिगरहीतत्व) co-existed for certain 
with the साध्याभाव (पमाणत्व), the faliacy would have been 
साधारण. Now the उपतिरेक of this latter व्याति 18 यत्र TH प्रमाण- 
aaa सर्वपरिग्दीतत्वम्‌, which when retranslated into English 
becomes : “ All true things are universally believed”; but 
_ this is not the true converse of the major premise already 
given, and hence it is false. Thus an 77/4८ process of major 
_ in English becomes व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध in Sanskrit ; while a व्याप्य- 

'त्वासिद्ध, when converted into English will be either an 
__ilicit major or a material fallacy, named by Whately the 
Fallacy of undue assumption. 


Il. Take now an example of an “ambiguous middle. 
All angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles 
A B Cis an angle of a triangle ; 

` "4 ए C is equal to two right angles. 


This is called a Fallacy of Division and Composition, be- 
। tause the middle term,‘ angles of a triangle ’ is taken collec- 
: tively in the major and distributively in the minor premise. 
Tn Sanskrit it will be :-- 
अयं कोणो द्विसमकोणसमः। 
जिकाणस्थितकोणत्वात्‌ | 
ये ये चिकाणस्थिताः कोणास्ते द्विसमकोणसमाः | 
` This is स्वरूगसिद्ध, and the fallacy at once appears by ex- 
Pressing the व्याति correctly यत्र यज चिङोणस्थितकोणसषदायत्वं 
is een समत्वम्‌. The real साध्यन्याप्य हेतु is not (कोण simply but 
88217, which does not exist on the पञ्च ; hence the हेउु 18 





+~ 
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स्वरूपासिद्ध. Or you can say that the real 2a is जकोणास्थितको- 
-णान्यतरत्व, which is not साध्यव्याप्य ; and then the fallacy will | 
be असाधारण. : 

Ill. Take another example ofan “ ambiguous middle, ” 
called Fallacia accidentis or Fullaciaa diclv secundum quid 
ad dictum simpliciter :-- 

: What is bought in the market is eaten ; 
Raw meat is bought in the market ; 
”, Raw meat is eaten. 
Which converted into Sanskrit becomes `~ 
क्रव्यं भक्षणीयम्‌ | 
आपणक्(तत्वात्‌। 
ययदापणक्रते तत्तद्धक्चषणीयम्‌ | 

Here the हेत is सोपाधिक and the व्यापि is incorrect because 
there 18 an implied condition भक्षणयोग्यत्वे साति. In the orig- 
inal, the mddle term, ‘s thing bought in the market’ implies 
in the major premise ‘* as to its substance only,” in the 
minor “as to its condition and circumstances.” It is therefore 

ambiguous. : 
IV. Take this argument ina circle:— 
Every rule has exceptiors ; 
This is a rule ; 
^, This rule ( viz. that every rule has exceptions } 
has exceptions. 
.*, Some rules have no exceptions. 
In Sanskrit it will be:-— 
^ Rams व्याभेचरतीति नियमो व्यभिचारी | 
[नियमत्वात्‌ | 
qa aa निय मत्वं तत्र तच्च व्यभिचारित्वम्‌ | 


This is साधारण beceuse there is no विपक्षदृष्टान्त on which 
both साध्य and साधन are known to be absent. 





V. Take another case of an Ambigucus middle. 
Water is liquid ; i 
Ice is water; ` ^ 
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.. 166 is liquid. 













This is equal to :-- 
हिमं द्रवरूपम्‌ । 
जटीयत्वात्‌ | 
ययज्नलीयं तद्रद्रवरूपं यथा सरित्सखद्रादे | 
This is also साधारण, for we know that जटीयत्व resides on 
the पश्च करकादि where there is no #4. 
VI. Take this syllogism in the third figure :— 

All books are liable to err ; 

Ail books are human productions ; 
*, All human productions are liable to err. 
Here the conclusion is right but it does not follow from 
6 premises, the only legitimate conclusion from them 
being ‘Some human productions etc.,’ when it will be Oarapti 
in the Third Figure. The fallacy is Illicit Minor. Translated 
‘into Sanskrit, the above syllogism will be :-— 
मानचकूतिमाच परमादाहम्‌ | 
पुस्तकत्वात्‌ | 
Ta यर पुस्तकल्वं तत्र त्र प्रमादार्हत्वस्‌ | 
This is clearly भागाकिद्ध. 
VII. Lastly take this stock instance of Undistributed 
'Middie:-- 

All is not gold that glitters ; 

Glass glitters ; 
., Glass is not gold. 
Some things that glitter are not gold ; 
Glass is a thing that glitters : 
.. Glass is not gold. 
= काचो न वर्णस्‌ | 

तेजाखित्वात्‌ | 
aa aa तेजा वत्वं तर तत्र खवर्णत्वाभावः यथा हीरके | 

Here the च्यात्ति is व्यापिचारित, because there is no विपक्षद््टान्त on 
which तेजास्वित्व is absent, and hence the fallacy is साधारण. 
42 
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10. To convert a Sanskrit syllogism into English is much 
easier because there you have the argu- 


८ Sans- [1167४ already put into a syllogistic form, 


I. Thus take for example :— 


‘ यागीया हिंसाधर्मस्य जनिका | 
हिंसात्वात्‌ | 
याया हिंसा साधर्मस्य जनिका | 


This is सोपाधिक with निषिद्धत्व as उपाधि, and will ९०0०९ | 
in English :-- 
Animal-killing is sinful ; 
A sacrifice is killing of an animal ; 
, A sacrifice is sinful. 


Here if you insert ‘ all ` before the subject in the major 
premise, it becomes false, and the fallacy is that of undue 
assumption; or the word ‘ killing maybe said to be used 
in two different senses in the major and minor premises, = 
when it is ‘ambiguous middle ’ or ‘the fallacy of four terms. eo 
Tf you do not insert ‘ all ’ in the major premise, then itis a 
fallacy of Undist:ibutéd middle. 

IL. Or take an असाधारण-सत्याभिचार : — 
जीवच्छरीरं व्यापारवत्‌ | 
प्राणादिमच्ात्‌ | 
aaa पराणादिमत्तद्यापारवत्‌ | 

Which in English is equal to :-- 


All living things have motion ; 
Our body is a living thing ; 
.. Our body has motion. 


Here the major term is not distributed in the premise 
and hence the fallacy is an Tilicit precess of major. The 
illustrations given in this as well asin the last preceding 
note will show that no hard and fast rule can be laid down 
as to the correspondence of any हेत्वाभास with any particular | 
English fallacy or vice versa. It is the mode of conversion 
that determines them, and cases often’ occur in which the 
same हेत्वाभास when converted differently gives different 
fallacies. , : a 


~ 




















































SECT. LVIII. | Notes. $27 
8807. LVHIL उपमानम्‌. 


_ Comparison is the immediate Cuuse of Analogy. Analogy is 
the knowledge of the connection of a name with the object 
denoted by it. The knowledge of similarity is its proximate 
Cause. The recollection of an authoritative direction is the 
_ intermediate operation. 


at (The third kind of proof is Comparison which is ‘ the 
immediate cause of the apprehension (#a- 
wa) known as Analogy.’ Analogy is de- 
fined as ‘the knowledge of the relation ex- 
isting between a name (सक्ञा-गवयपदं) and the thing denoted 
by it (सं्ञी-गवयपद्वाच्यः). The immediate cause of this is the 
knowledge of the similarity of गवय with मो, which is there- 
fore called उपमान. The process of acquiring this उपमिति may 
be described thus : A man who has never seen a gayal, nor 
knows what it is like, is told by some forester ( who being 
ly familiar with gayals is ata‘ worthy to be believed ’) 
at 8 gayal ( Bos Gaveas ) is like a cow. He then goes to a 
forest and there sees a strange animal unknown to him before. 
_-Hethen perceives in that animal some resemblance to the 
ow which of course he knows full well. The perception 
_ Of this similarity with the cow reminds him of the former 
direction ( अतिदेङावाक्य ) of the forester that a gayal is like 
acow. Then, combining this reminiscence with his actual 
¢ ceptive knowledge of similarity tetween the cow and 
the new animal, he at last concludes that the anintal which 
sees before himas a gayal. This last cognition namely 
“This is a gayal ” is the उपमिति, for it is a knowlédge of 
the denotative relation of the word gayal with the object 
Perceived. “ This is a gayal ( अयं waq:)” means “ This 
Object bears the name, or is denoted by the name gayal 
अयं गवयपदवाच्यः ), ' that is, there exists between this 
» Object and the word gayaé the relation of denotation ( वाच्य 
Waar ). This relation 18 {€ संज्ञासेजिसवेध, and the know- 
086 of it is उपामिति, Two previous cognitions are required 
‘to preduce this उषमिति, namely, the verbal knowledge of 
the forester’s directicn ( अतिदेशदाक्यारथज्ञान ) and the actual 
Perception of the resemblance to the cow that was existing 
nthe animal gayul.) 


Analogy and Com- 
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9. Both these previous cognitions are indispensable $0 9 


valid analogy ; but the question still re- 
00 witely of these is the wor of उपामीति,. 

and which is सहकारि, ‘that is, which is 
more immediate, and which is only accessory. The ancient 
and the modern schools of Naiyay:kas are diametrically op- 
posed on this point : the former, ४, e. the ancients, regard 
अतिदेशवाक्याक्ञान as the करण and साद्ररयन्ञान as सहकारि, while 
the moderns prefer just the opposite view. The recollec- 
tion of the अतिदेङावाक्यार्थं is of course the व्यापार according 
to both. Annambhatta here evidently accepts the view of 
the moderns, for he expressly says that the साद दथस्तान, ४. e. 
the गवयानिष्ट-गोसादृदयपत्यक्ष, is the करण of उपमित. He does 
not however seem to follow the moderns in taking the exact 
form of the उपामिति to be गवयो गवयपदवाच्यः, and not aq or 
असौ गवयपद्वाच्यः, the difference between the two being that 
the second cognition would inform him that the particular 
object alone is denoted by gayal, while the first conveys that 
the whole class of which that object- is an individual is 
denoted by the name gayal. Visvanatha, who is a modern 
in toto, says न त्वयं गवयपदवाच्य इत्युपामेतिः | गवयान्तरे राक्तियहा- 
भावधरसङ्गात्‌. Although the करण of उपामोति is declared to be 
the साद्द्यज्ञान, it 18 not the sole करण, for an उपामोति may 
arise even from a knowledge of dissimilarity or a mere pecu- 
liarity. Hence 8. 0, divides उपमान ( उपमितिकरण ) into three 


kinds: तच्ोपमानं ताषेधम्‌ । सादृ्यावेशिष्टपिण्डज्ञानं असाधारणधर्म- ` 
विंहि्टपिण्डन्ञानं वैधम्यौधशिषटपिण्डनज्ञानं च. ‘ उपमान is of three 
kinds, viz the knowledge of an amimal possessing (1)@ 


similarity, (2) a peculiar property or (3) a dissimilarity. ” 
airagatt गवयः isan example of the first kind; that of the 
second is ना्तिकालसदेकशचाङ्गः खङ्ग खगः ( a rhinoceros has one 
horn adorning its nose); the example of a dissimilarity 
would be Tel नाश्वादिवत्समानघरषठदरस्व्रीवङारीरः ( a camel does 
not possess a level back and a short neck like a horse). The 
word सादय in the text is therefore to be taken as illus- 
trative ( उपठश्चण ) of the other two. न 





18. 1 Cale. ed. p. 78. 
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- 3, In accepting उपमान and = as independent proofs 
Annambhatia follows Gotama. The Vai- 
Sesikas as well as the Samkhyas do not 
accept उपमान as a separate proof. They 
include it under अज्ञमान. Vdacaspati explains this view 
thus : गवयशब्दो गोसदरास्य वाचक इति प्रत्ययः सोप्युमानमेव । यो हि 
1 शब्दो qa Te: परयुज्यतं सासातं उच्यन्तरं तस्य वाचकः | यथा गारब्दा मो 
। तस्य । प्रयुज्यते चवं गवयज्ब्दो गोसदश इति तस्यैव वाचक इति तज्ज्ञानमल- 
 आनमेव । ' । 
ध The Naiydyika’s reply to this argument may be given in 
 Nilakantha’s words ~ वेजोषिकास्तु पदवाच्यत्वव्याप्यसादच्यादिपरामर्शां - 
` त्द्वाच्यत्वस्पादामितिरेवातो नोपमाने पमाणान्तरमित्याहः | ताचन्त्यं व्याति- 
। . ज्ञानमन्तरेणापि पद्‌ वाच्यत्वप्रामेतरन्रुभवसिद्धत्वात्‌. The San as 
। framed by the Vaisesikus would be अयं पिण्डो गवयपद्षाच्यः। 
गोसादृदयात्‌ । यत्र यत्र गोसाददयं त्र गवयपदवाच्यत्वम्‌ . But our daily 
experience tells us that such a व्याति is not necessarily true 
। 00 18 it essential for the knowledge that a certain word 
। denotes a certain-object. Hence उवमान is different from अनुमान. 
The fact is that the concepts derived from analogy are 
Zenerally approximate or tentative only, not positive like 
those of perception or inference. They are very useful 
। in pratical life, and a distinct proof must be assumed to 
- account for them. Udayanacarya from whom <Annambhatta 
_ has borrowed his definition of उपमिति has made this clear 
: in the following verse in Kusumafjali:— 
aa संबन्धस्य परिच्छिद्‌ः संज्ञायाः संज्तिना सह । 
be प्त्यश्चददेरसाध्यत्वादुपमानफलं fag: ॥ ® 
The certain knowledge (पर्च्छिद्‌) of संज्ञासंसिसंबन्ध is regard- 
। 0 88 the result of an independent proof उपमान, because it 
। ०87०६ be obtained by any other known proof such as Per- 


& " Comparison as an 
__ independent proof. 


—_—_ 


Sect. LIX. दाब्दः. 
Word is a sentence spoken by an authority. Authority ts a 
307 who speaks truth. Sentence isa group of words, @. 9. 
tringa cow. Word is a thing having power ( of conveying 
meaning ). Power is a convention made by God that a certain 


#ense be understocd froma certain word 3 


1 Samkhya-Tat. K. ए, 278. 
Kus. Cowell's Ed. III, 8. and 31 
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1, The author now proceeds to the fourth proof, Word. 
Tt is defined as “the sentence or proposition 
Word. of (uttered by) a credible or authorita- 
tive person.” An ‘authoritative person’ (aH) again is “he 
who speaks the truth.” Truth ( यथाथ = यथाश्रूतोऽथः ) 18 “ am 
object as it exists in reality.” The verbal knowledge (arezaira) 
of truth is the representation of a thing just as it exists. A 
propositicn (a=) which conveys such true verbal knowledge 
is ययार्थव्रचन, and he who asserts suci a proposition is यथार्थ- 
वक्ता or ata. V. प्र, therefore defines an आप्त as प्रङ्तवाक्यार्थ- 
+ ‘he who conveys 8 
meaning ( तात्पय ), that is the subject of a true verbal 
knowledge concerning the sense of the sentence uttered; that 
is, a person 18 आप्त when the words spoken by him convey 
यथाथराब्द्बाध, anda साब्दबोध 18 यथाथ when it accords com- ` 
pletely with the external reality of things. These definitions of 
आप्त and यथार्थं are very characteristic because they clearly 
show that according to Naiyayikas the ultimate test of the 
truth of verbal knowledge was not the authority attaching 
to the speaker himself, but the fact of his words being in 
harmony with the reality of things. Having defined an आप्त, 
the author defines a वाक्य 88 “8 collocation of words such as 
Bring a cow, ’” while a word is “that which possesses the 
power ( शक्ति ) of conveying a meaning. ”’ 


2. These definitions of a वाक्य and a Ware very impor- 
tant, because they embody a particular 
wale Nvtva and theory of areqata which distinguishes | 
of verbal knowledge. the Naiyayikas from other schools, and 
which has become the subject of several 
interminable controversies. The Naiy@yzkas are on this point 
particularly opposed to the Mimaznsakas who hold the doc- 
trine of पदानामन्वयाबिशिषटे शाक्तिः, while the Nuiyayrkas maintain. 
the contrary view, पदानामन्वय एव शाक्त 


3. The Mimaznsa theory of the import of propositions is 

rather,complicated. Along with the gram- 

The two theories marians they hold that the verb isthe prin- 
contrasted. 

cipal word in a proposition ( 

चादयं ), because it is the verb that forms the copula as it were 

_ to connect a number of words into a sentence. If one only say 
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देवदत्तः यामम्‌, we can make nothing out of those disconnected 
words; butas soon as the verb गच्छति is added, the whole 
forms a connected proposition conveying the idea of Deva- 
 datta’s motion to the town. The idea of motion is the chief 
significance of the sentence, the word देवदत्त and याम simply 
serving to specify and define as it wera that motion. गच्छाति 
denotes ‘ motion ’in general ; the addition of देवदत्त limits 
_ the sense to the motion of a particular individual, while the 
further addition of याम still more restricts this limited mo- 
_ tion of an individual to one in a particular direction and 
_ towards a particular place. The whole sentence thus means 
 देवदत्तकर्वक--यामकमक-गमनक्रिया, in which क्रिया is the विजञेष्य 
while the other two expressions simply act as limiting 
qualifications. All the words of a sentence are interdepen- 
& dent, because the predicate is too vague and general to convey 
any sense unless otherwise determined, while the substan- 
_ tives and other words are nearly subordinate members of 
_ the sentence. By themselves the words of a sentence import 
_ nothing, but placed inthe sentence they denote the क्रिया as 
_ happening in a particular thing. Thus घट alone signifies no- 
_ thing, but when we join घटम्‌ with आनय, we at once know it 
tobe आनयनक्रियानिरूपितकर्मेव्याक्ति, that is, we know घट not 
` independently, but only as standing insome relation to the 
action of ‘bringing.’ When each word is thus apprehended, 
ies as related in some way to the क्रिया, we get the meaning of 
the whole sentence in the form of that क्रिया as conditioned 
and particularized by the several substantives. This doctrine 
is expressed by saying क्रियान्वित एव पदानां शाक्तिः, or as Annam- 
Dhatta puts it at the end of his commentary, इतरा ( क्रिया-) 
 न्विते शक्तिरिति प्राभाकराः. 
_ 4 The followers of Gotama, adds T. D., deny the neces- 
sity of thus apprehending each word separately before 
combining them in a sentence, when the moaning of 
the whole sentence can as well be conveyed at once 
‘in the form of the collective sense of all the words; that is, 
according to Naiydyikas the शक्ति resides in the अन्वय itself, and 
“Rot in the अन्वितपद8. Single words, say they, like घट, पट etc., 
Convey no sense, not because they are अनन्वित, but because the 
three requisites of शाब्दबोध, namely आकाङ्क्षा, सौनिधि and योग्यता, 
€ not satisfied. A proposition or sentence is nothing but a 
‘Lumber 6f significant words (ङाक्तपद्‌) which possess अकाङ्क्षा, 
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योग्यता and ara; and the collective meaning of such words 
will be appereherided even though there be no क्रियावाचकपद्‌ in 
the sentence, e. g. काञ्च्यां fayaatawer भूपतिः, which designates 
aking in the town of Kaichi without attributing any 
action to him. Similarly we say चयः कालाः, although no क्रिया- 
बाचकपद्‌ can be supplied there; for the only possible verbs 
applicable to 3a: कालाः are सन्ति or ( जीवेन ) ज्ञायन्ते, but the 
first is inapplicable, as there is no specification in चयः tat: of 
any particular time, past, present or future, while ज्ञायन्ते 
is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowble by human 
beings. There can therefore be no क्रियान्वय in चयः कालाः and 
yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi- 
sites are satisfied. According to Mimamsakas and grammarians 
a proposition is धात्वर्थञ्चख्यविशोष्यक, that 15, चेजस्तण्डुलं पचति 
would be interpreted as चे्कर्ठैक-तण्डुलकर्मक-पाकक्रिया. But 
the above example shows that this is not always possible; 
and therefore in such cases a proposition is TYATraTaeeata- 
steve only, that is, the illustration would mean aalageia- 
जन्यपाकजन्य-फलराटी तण्डूलः. The consequence of this nice dis- 
tinction is that according to Mimamsakas 8 क्रिया बोधकवाक्य 
or विधिवाक्य is alone legitimate, while a सिद्धार्थबोधक वाक्य, 
which they call अर्थवाद्‌, has no independent significance, and 
can exist only as a part of another feararae वाक्य. The 
Naiyayikas of course consider both kinds of sentences equally 
significant and independent. Hence the definition of a वाक्य 
in the 9 is (ङ्क्त) पदसमूहः, which implies, as V. V. says, 
that पद्‌ aneqarar नेकस्मादिति भावः ‘Verbal knowledge is 
obtained not from one word (such as a क्रिथाबोधक ) but from 
all the words together.’ 


5. On a proper analysis it will be found that a proposition 
consists of a subject, a predicate and a copula. The predicate 
is always resolvable into an attribute residing in the subject 
and the copula is the connecting link showing the relation 
that exists between the subject and the attribute predicated 
of it. Thus in the sentence “Man is mortal’’, the attribute 
of mortality is predicated of man, and the verb is the copula 


connecting the two. In मत्यत्ववान्‌ मनुष्यः 07 ` गमनङीटो देवदत्तः we 


denote substantives possessing attributes. This view is 
very similar to the Naiyayika doctrine. _ 0 


1 ~. 


च 
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6. From the import of proposition we pass on to the 
import of single words. A word is defined 
Import of words. as a thing that _is राक्त ‘having power or 
significance.’ But what is arf? Annambhatta 
’ -defines it as ‘the convention made by God that such and such 
 . 9 meaning should be understood from such and such a word”. 
¶ Some copies here read ईभ्वरेच्छासंकेतः, but the word इच्छा is 
_ redundani as Wea implies इच्छा. According to this definition 
language is the creation of God, and each word is capable 
- .of conveying a particular sense because God has so willed it. 
। he definition is in accordance with the view of the ancients. 
त The moderns say इच्छामात्रं Site: meaning that even the will 
-of man can give significance to words, as in proper names 
like चेच, मैच, डित्थ etc. The ancients do not deny the significance 
। of these latter kind of words, but call them simply पारिभाषिक 
__ -or conventional, while only those derived from God are शाक्त 
in the proper sense of the term. But this is not quite 
satisfactory, for one might say that although the two kinds 
-of words may be named separately, no difference is really 
Observable in thir power of denoting particular objects. 
देवदत्त denotes an individual exactly in the same way as घट 
denotes a jar although one word is of human and the other 
of divine origin. A later writer therefore defends the ancient 
view by attributing even पारिभाषिक words to divine origin 
The author of Tarka—Prakasa says “ ‘al@atseta पिता नाम 
gad इति श्युतिः। तथा a, ्वादशाहःकालीनपितरादु्रितनामत्वादेना 
नामवाच्यः शिद्ः' इत्याकारकेच्छयेश्वरेण तादश: 
नानि ईभ्वरसंकेतोऽस्त्येव." ' But this is going rather too far, or, 
_ -8s Sanskritists 88, दङाका्ञावलम्बन, supporting one absurdity 
by another. We know that new phraseology is invented by 
men in different countries to convey new ideas or denote 
Rew inventions and discoveries. Innumerable words un 
Known before are thus added to the language. The exist- 
ence of many distinct and unconnected languages in the 
World is the strongest proof of the absurdity of the theory 
रण a divine origin of any particular language. 
7. It is probably to avoid this controversy that our author 
ध gives another and a better definition of 
व णा. वर्का st in the commentary, aieagec: पद- 
Lee SS ee 
उ. BhimachSrya : Nyaya-kos/a. 2nd ed. p. 782. 
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of a word and an object, that always serves to revive the ` 
memory of that object (whenever the word is spoken). ’ This 
definition, says Nilakantha, is purposely made vague 80 as 10. ` 
apply to शक्ति, whether it is regarded as an independent vata 
as the Mimamsakas do, or whether it is identified with the- 
will that makes the convention, as the Naiyayikas hold. The 
Mim@msaka’s arguments for regarding शाक्त as a separate Tara 
are summed up in the couplet:— 


५ 


Gases 


मैः 


न द्रव्यं खणदत्तित्वाद्‌ खणकर्म॑बहिःकता | 
सामान्यादिषु स्वेन सिद्ध भावान्तरं हिसा॥ 


ee Bat a Seca i 


1 4/2 


Power i3 not a 51185040 as qualities inhere (in them) ; tt is: 
also distinct from quaiities and actions. It resides in genus 
and other categories. It must therefore be regarded as a 
separate category. 


The Naiyayikas however refuse to recognize साक्ति as a ` 
separate category on the ground that, as each substance ९. g. — 
पङ्कज, Faq etc. 18 the object of several attms, to accept the — 
independent existence of them all would involve गौरव. 
हाकि is therefore properly speaking only a power in a word to- — 
denote the meaning imposed upon it by divine or human = 
will, 


8. But the question still remains where ४078 सकेतरूपा Ie 
is apprehended. In other words, what does 
a word like घर denote primarily : the objec 
jar, or the common property jar-ness that 
resides in it, or both together? This isan important question 
as it lies at the basis of the several antagonistic theories or 4 
शाब्दबोध proposed by different schools. The opinions on this: — 
point are as various and numerous as opinions can possibly 
be on any single topic. Of these views four are the most 
important, namely केवलजाति, केवलव्यक्ति, जातिविशिष्टव्यक्ति and’ 
अपोह. The first is adopted by the Mimimsakas, the second by 
-modern Naiyayikas, the third by ancient Naiyayikas, and — 
the last belongs to the Bauddhas.! The advocates of each of — 
these views look at the significant word from different stand- 
points, When one says घटमानय, the speaker undoubtedly 
desires the thing, jar, and not the class-notion, jar-ness, ४2“ _ 


1 en 


Conflicting theo- 
ries. 
























































SECT. LIX. } Notes. 335. 


be brought to him. That the व्यक्ति ‘jar’ must be somehow 
or other implied by the word घट is therefore necessary, for- 
unless it is so implied the hearer can never fetch the object. 
Modern Naiyay kas rely on this simple fact, and say that the 
_ word घट primarily denotes the घटव्याक. The capacity of 
being the subject of any act ( अर्थक्रियाकार्वि ) resides in the 
concrete object व्यक्ति alore, and hence it is the व्यक्ति on 
which ४6 संकेत 18 made. But there are insuperable objections 
4 tothisview. Ife denotes a particular year, we would 
¶ require as many separate words as there are jars in the world 
} and the संकेत on each would have to belearnt separately as: 
_ they can have no connection with each other. Asa matter 
_ of fact however there is only one word घट, and when we- 
once know its significance as expressing ॐ कम्बुग्रीवादिमदस्तु, we- 
1 _ apply it to denote all objects having that shape. घट therefore 
denotes not a particular घटव्याक्ते, but the property कम्बग्रीवादि- 
भख. Further the word घट conveys many notions besides 
that of the व्यक्ति ; it implies that the thing denoted belongs. 
toa particular class of substances having some common 
properties, and it also distinguishes the व्याति from other 
dissimilar substances. Thus the word घट performs three- 
functions ; it points out a particular object jar, it signifies 
that the particular jar is similar to all the jars in the world 
and it distinguishes that jar from all other things, such as- 
‘stones, walls and trees. When we say मो we at once denote 
the wa, the class-noticn गोत्व, and the peculiarity सास्ना- 
दिम which distinguishes a cow from other animals. In other 
Words, गो signifies aT, जाति and आर्ति at the same time ; 07 ` 
‘ase writer puts it, जातौ व्यक्तौ वोशिये च पदानां शाकैः This was. 
the view of the ancient Naiyayikas, and is apparently the one 
Preferred by Annambhatta. 


9. According to modern Naiyayikas words denote the व्याक्ति 
Only, and the attributes come in by implication; that 18, words - 
are primarily concrete names. But according to the जातिवादि ` 
Mimimsakas words are purely abstract names denoting the 
जाति only. The ancient Naiydyikas seem to have adopted 
middie course between these extremes by holding that words- 
denote neither केवलब्यक्ति nor केवलजाति but! arfararsresate, . 
that is, 8, 8 particular object 42 ss possessing the class-notion 
षटत्व. The reason given by T. D. for rejecting the केवल्जाति- ` 
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aq 18, that the actions of ‘bringing’ and ‘binding’, express: 
ed inthe propositions घटमानय and गोरनुबन्भ्यः, are possible 
in the respective =afts only. If a word signified जाति only, 
the sentence would mean घटत्वमानय and मोत्वमचुबन्ध्यम्‌, which 
is absurd because घटत्व and गोत्व cannot be separated from 
the concrete objects. The Mimamsakas however maintain 
that the fact that घटत्व or गोत्व cannot be separated from 
the concrete object ( अविनाभाव ) is exactly the reason why 
the significance of the word घट 0 गो should, for the sake 
of लाघव, be confined to the जाति, while the notion of व्यक्ति 
must be conveyed by आक्षेप 07 necessary implication. This 
view of Srataa शक्तिर्व्यक्तिटाभस्तवाक्षिपात्‌ was held by the Mima 
sakas, grammavians and rhetoricians, and is rejected by 
Annambhatta. 


10. Thelast of the four views mentioned above which was 
held by the Bauddhas was that the primary import of words 
was only अपोह 07 अतदद्रचादातति, distinction of all other different 
objects from it. What do we understand, they argued, by 8 
word such as घट ? Not an external object, because we never 

-really know external objects ; nor the जाति, because जाति is 
nothing more than a mere conception formed by our mind 
and imposed upon what we call external objects. What घट 
then really signifies is that a certain thing possesses some 
peculiarities which distinguish it from all other things. We 
never. know what घट or ea is ; we only know what it is not, 
“viz. that itis nota2 0 कुङ्व. We have therefore only a negative 
knowledge of things, and consequently the import of words 
‘must also be negative. The Veddntins by way of harmonizing 
“the above views, each of which expresses a part of the 
truth, have started the theory that the power of a word 
‘resides in both the जाति and the व्यक्ति, but in different ways : 
that 18, it is active or expressive in जाति, and passive or 
latent in the व्यक्ति. The Vedanta-Paribhasd says, wave 
` पदानां व्यक्तो शक्तिः स्वरूपसती न तु ज्ञाता । जातो हु सा ज्ञाता हेतः 
‘This appears to mean thata word primarily signifies जाति, 


but its capability of signifying the class-notion is derived . : 


from its acknowledged connection with the concrete objects 





comprised in that class. Thus हस्तिन्‌ signifies the general nO- — 


९ 


1 Ved, Par. Calc. ed. ए. 17. 
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tion of a trunked animal ; but it does so becatise the property- 
‘trunk ' was found in the actual object elephant. 
1. It must have been noticed that the distinction between. 
the denotation and the connotation of words insisted upon by 
_ Milland other English logicians does not strictly speaking 
find a place in any of these views. But if we may use those 
_ terms as applying to the signification of व्यक्ति and 
ज्ञाति respectively, we might say that in केवटव्याक्तिवाद words 
are purely denotative, while in केवलजातिवाद्‌ {116 are 
} purely connotative. Similarly in the जातिविशिष्टञ्यक्तिवाद of 
the ancient Naiydyikas they are both denotative and 
}  connotative, while in the theory of अपोह they connote only 
the differentia. 


12. A पद्‌ is defined as शक्त, but शक्ति does not exhaust the 
whole import of words. Every word is cap- 
ee ra fold able of conveying two meanings, one 
primary or direct and the other secondary 
or implied. The relation by which a word signifies a par- 
ticular thing is called उत्ति, which is of two kinds, ate 
or अभिधा (expression) and लक्षणा (implication ). The 
first is created by संकेत and is inseparable from the word; 
_ the second operates in the absence of the first, and, being 
derived from it, is entirely dependent on it. Hence the 
definition of a पद्‌ as शाक्त isnot अव्याप्त on a लाक्षणिकपद, for a 
पद्‌ ९81 never be लाक्षणिक unless it is also शक्त. Each of these 
0 kinds of उत्ति or special relation is subdivided into three 
sorts, thus :-— 


=~ 


Zit: 
| 
| | 
Si: लक्षणा 
- | 
1 ae 


1 ॥ 
योगः रूढिः arse: जहलक्षणा अजहलक्षणा जहद्जहटटक्षणा 





13. The expressive power ( शक्ति ) of words is of the above 
es three kinds ; and so words are divided into 
; bod expressive three classes according as they operate 
. : through any -one of these modes. योग or 
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etymology is defined अवयवहाक्ति ‘the power of the several 
roots or component parts of the words ` A यौगिक शाब्द is 
‘therefore one which adheres to its etymological meaning 
2101 conveys nothing more nor less than what 18 implied in 
the parts, €. 9. पाचक which, being compounded of the root — 
qa and the कर्तरिप्रत्यय, signifies पचनकर्ता. SIS or customary ` 4 
-significance is defined as सञखदायङाकि, the power of the whole 
word without any reference to its parts. Not that such रूढ 
words have no etymology, for there is an influential school 
.of grammarians who assert that all words are derived from 
roots ; but these €@ words have completely abandoned their 
-original signification and acquired a new sense. Thus घट 
‘signifies ‘ jar ’ not because it is derived from चर्‌ or any 
-other root, but because convention has attached that mean: 
ing to it. Majority of simple words in Sanskrit belong 
-to the third kind, namely, योगरूढ words in which both the 
etymological and the customary meanings are partly re- 
ttained. Words like पङ्कज, मधुकर or eta have no doubt an 
-etymological sense, but it is restricted by custom to a par- 
‘ticular object or kind of object comprised in the original 
meaning. Etymologically पङ्कज might mean any thing pro- 
-duced in mud, such as a lotus ora frog. But custom has 
narrowed the meaning of the word to a lotus. Similarly 
हातिन्‌ has come to denote only one out of many animals hav-- 
ing हस्त, such as elephants, men and monkeys. Some mention 
४ fourth variety named att#*e, such as उद्धिद्‌, which may be 
interpreted either by etymology ‘or by customary sense 
“independently. : 
























14, All these varieties require the knoweledge of the संकेत, 

1 either on the अवयव or on the सदाय or on 

kaos both ; and this संकेत 18 learnt by the child 

in various ways of which the उद्धन्यवहार 

described by T.D. is one. Eight of these generally re- 

-cognized modes of learning ai are mentioned in the — 

following couplet:-- 

TheTET व्याकरणोपमानकोराप्तवाक्याद्गयवहारतश्च | 

वाक्यस्य शाषाद्विठतेर्वदन्ति सांनिध्यतः सिद्धपद्रस्य TET: ॥ 

‘The import of words is learnt in any of the following ` 

ways: ( 1 ) Grammar, 88 the meaning of roots, terminations ` 

and cases ; ( 2 ) Comparison, as when the meaning of 7447 
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. known by the similarity of a gayal with a cow HE By 391) 
| Dictionary, as of synonyms ea, नाक etc. ; (4) Express asser- 
_ tion of a credible person, as कोकिल, पिकपदवाच्यः ; (5 ) Usage 
_ ofelders as when one elder person says to another‘ Bring 
_ cow, ’ or ‘ Bring a jar, ’ the child eliminates the common 
word ‘ bring’ and thus determines the meanings of मो and 
‘wz; (6) Context, as in the vedic text यवमयश्रवरुभवाति, the 
exact meaning of यव is known by a concluding passage ; 
47) Explanation by synonyms or paraphrase as घटः कलज्ञार, 
| ¶चतीति पाकं करोति; and lastly (8) Contiguity with a well- 
_ known word as in इह सहकारतरो मधुरं पिको रौति, the meaning 
4 offs is known by its association with सहकार and मधर. 
} Some also add signs of hand etc. as the ninth, as when 
॥ one points a finger to a woman and says to the child 
| art, the gesture imparts to the child the knowledge 
¶ ofthe word माता, 


15. The other kind of इत्ति is लक्षणा, Implication, which is 
defined 85 स्वराक्यसंबन्धः( स्वं छाक्चाणिकं पदं तस्य 
ङक्यः वाच्योऽर्थ, तत्सयोग. ) ‘connection with 
¦ the expressive sense of the word’. It is 
4 tesorted to only when there 18 छख्याथुपपत्ति ‘inapplicability of 

४ primary sense in the context.’ In गङ्गगयां घोषः for in- 
‘stance, the primary sense of मङ्ग, namely the stream, is 
_ inapplicable because a hut cannot stand on the current; and 
_ hence गङ्ग is made to signify the bank of the river which is 
¢onnected with the current by सयोग. If Annanbhatta accepted 
the views of the ancient Naiyayikus about साक, he follows 
the moderns with regard to लक्षणा. According to the 
ancients the essential condition for लक्षणा was अन्वयालुष- 
Wt ‘ unsuitability of the अन्वय or meaning of the 
sentence’; but there is no such अन्वयानुपपात्ति in 
examples like काकेभ्यो दधि रक्ष्यतां or यष्टीः प्रवेशय, which by 

themselves give a fair sense without any लक्षणा, although 
that sense is clearly not the one intended by the speaker. 
Hence T. D. says तात्यर्याडिपपातिर्छ्षणाबीजम्‌, sam is resorted to 
hen the primary sense is unsuited, not to the areat-aa, but 
the वक्तृत्वं. The three-fold division of gaa into जहत्स्वाथी, 
अजहत्स्वार्था and जहद जहत्स्वार्था is also taken from the moderns. 
*eZAW is that where the primary sense is wholly abandon- 
édanda new one substituted, as in Wal क्रोडन्ति, where 
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Wa signifies a child sleeping on a cot and not the cot itself. 
In अजहत्स्वार्था the word retains its primary sense and conveys- 

‘something more, as in छरिणो यान्ति where both those who have- 
umbrellas and those who have not are implied, or as in 
काकेभ्यो दधि रक्ष्यताम्‌ where all birds including crows are 
to be kept off. The examples of जहदजहत्स्वार्था are सोऽयं देवदत्तः or 
त्तमसि, where only a part of the primary meaning is retain- 
ed and a part is left out as being inapplicable. In सोऽयं देवदत्तः 
स: means तत्काटीनो देवदत्तः while अयम्‌ means एतत्काष्टीनो ` 
देवदत्तः and so to establish the identity of the two we leave ` 
out the qualifications तःकालीन and एतत्कालीन. In aware the 
तत्‌ denotes faauraat and त्वम्‌ denotes सगुणजीव ; so we leave 
out the properties fora and सखणत्व and make the two- 
substances identical. A fourth kind, लक्षितलक्षणा, is also: 
recognized by some, as in द्दिरेफ, which primarily signifies the: 
word waz and through it the object, bee. प. 8. repudiates: 
the last kind on the part of the Naiyayikas, and ascribes it 
to Vedantins. 


16. Another division of लक्षणा is into रूढा or Bet and गोणी, 
otherwise called प्रयोजनवती. Most of the 
Another sub-divi- above examples are of the first kind, where: 
32077. 5 A 
the implication solely restson the un- 
suitability of agate. In गणी implication is resorted to im 
order to suggest a third sense called प्रयोजन, as in गङ्गया घोषः 
the qualities of coolness and holiness which really belong to 
the current are transferred to the bank. This suggested third 
sense is called व्यङ्ग्यार्थ and is supposed by rhetor icians to be 
conveyed by a third mode called व्यश्नना, € 


14, व्यखजना is of two kinds चाब्दी and आर्थी, but Naiyayikasre- 
aes cognize neither. seat, they say as in the 
Vyafjana not re- phove example, is invariably included in 
cognized. = 
the गौणीलक्षणा and so need not be regarded 
as aseparate mode. आर्थी is found in such examples as :— 
गच्छ गच्छाति चेत्कान्त पन्थानः सन्तु ते शिवाः | 
ममापि जन्म aaa wags गतो भवान्‌ ॥ 
Here the maaning conveyed by the speaker is भरियगमनो- 


त्तरं मे पाणवियोगो भविष्यति; but this sense, says T. 0.» is 
obtained by inference, and so the स्य्ना process becomes 




















‘SECT. LIX ] Notes. 341 































अन्यथासिद्ध. According to Naiyayikas therefore thera are only 
_two modes of conveying sense, expression ( ati) and impli- 
cation ( टक्षणा ), of which the latter being secondary is based 
on the former. The definition of पद्‌ ( atm पदं ). is therefore 
applicable in both cases. . 


8801. LX, ^ प? LXI. आका -योग्यता-संनिधयः » 


_ Expectancy, compatibility, and juxtaposition are the causes 

| of the knowledge of the meaning of द. sentence. Expectancy is 
the inability of a word to convey the meaning of a sentence on 

account of the absence of some other word. Compatibility is the 

¶ — non-contradictiun of the sense. Juxtaposition ts the consecutive 
utterance of words. 2 


A sentexce devoid of expectancy, etc. is unauthoritative ; 
€. 9. ( the words) cow, horse, man, elephant are not authoritative, 
being devoid of expectancy, etc. (The sentence) ‘Sprinkle with fire 
is unauthoritative for want of compatibility ; (the words) ‘Bring 
acow’ pronounced at intervals are not authoritative owing to 
want of juxtaposition. 


1. az has been defined as a वाक्य, but an intelligible sen- 

ra tence cannot be formed simply by stringing 
Three requisites Of tooether any number of words, as घटः पटः 

position. AES ९ ६ 

ए गां (भित्तिः. In order to convey the combined 
वाक्यार्थ the words require the aid of some accessory proper- 
ties, which are three, आकाङ्क्षा (Expectancy), योग्यता ( Compa- 
tibility ) and a1ara ( Juxtaposition ). 


2. The simplest definition of आकाङ्क्षा is अभिधानाप्थवसानम्‌ 
‘non-completion of the sense owing 
_ Expectancy. to the absence of some other word 
aD or words’. Annambhatta defines it as ‘the 
mability of a word ( पदस्य ) to convey ( अननुभावकत्वं ) the 
whole meaning Sf the sentence ( अन्वय ), which inability 
_ is caused (प्रयुक्त) by the absence (उयतिरेक) of some other word 
पदान्तर). If one says simply घटम्‌, 8 desire is at once 
44 
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created to know what about the jar, and is satisfied only 
when we supply some such words as आनय which completes 
the sense. This desire to know is called आकाङक्षा and de- 
pends generally on the exact form of the words used. 
Thus घटमानय conveys four notions, a jar (घट), the objective 
relation ( अमप्रत्यय ), the act of bringing ( आनी ) and the 
command ( the termination of Imp. 2nd sing. ); and if any 
of these notions is wanting the sense remains so far incom- 
plete. The imperfection cannot however be made up by 
saying घटः Bat आनयनं aft: although these words import 
the same thing as घटमानय, because no आकाङ्क्षा is raised in 
this case. 


3. योग्यता or compatibility is “ the non-contradiction of 
sense.” A word is said to have योग्यता 

Compa bility. with another when the meanings conveyed 
by the two are not inconsistent with each 

other. Thus we cannot say Aaa सिश्चति or जलेन Fala, be- 
cause the notions of fire and sprinkling as well as of water 
and burning are inconsistent and incompatible with each 
other. A sentence like this would therefore be meaningless 
owing to the impossibility of combining the two incon- 
gruous notions in one अन्वय. 


4, The third requisite is संनिधि or आसत्ति which consists in 











“ the utterance of consecutive words one | 


Juxtaposition. after another without interval between 
any two of them.” A वाक्यार्थं is made 

up by the combination of the several notions of words, 
and it is therefore necessary that the impression made by 
each should remain fresh until this combination is effecteds 


Tf however a long break occurs in the middle of a sentence, — ५ 


the previous impressions vanish before the sentence is finish- 





ed, and the sense would remain incomplete. What consti- 


tutes संनिधि is, as T. D. remarks, the unbroken apprehension — 
of all the words ; and hence actual utterance of words isnot — 


absolutely necessary. In a written or printed book for — oa 


instance we have no utterance, and yet we understand the 
वाक्यार्थं because the words are placed ,in juxtaposition. 
आकाङ्क्षा, योग्यता, and data, 7. D. further adds, are neceS- = 
sary preliminaries fo —. comprehension of a sentence, — 
not in themselves, but as known ; that is, it is their know- 
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3 १९१६९ that is required irrespective of their actual existence 
_ or absence. If a man wrongly conceives them to exist in 
8 8606066 woe itsey really do not, he will make out a- 
ameaning of the sentence, while he will not understand a 
sentence possessing all the three, if he fails: to detect their 
॥ presence. 


5. Visvanatha adds a fourth requisite तात्पर्यज्ञान' ‘ know- 
ledge of the intention of the speaker, * 
Intended sense. which is often as necessary for the 
right understanding ofasentence as any 
_ Of the preceding three. For instance, the sentence सेन्धवमानय 
_ might convey two distinct senses ‘Bring salt,’ and ‘ Bring 
। 33 11078९8. ’ आकाङ्क्षा, योग्यता and सेनिध, which are all satisfied 
here, are not in themselves able to tell us which of the two 
| senses is to be accepted on a particular occasion, that is, 

4 ` which of the two things is intended by. the speaker. This can 

४९ determined only by knowing the वक्वुतात्परथ, which again is 
0 be gathered from the circumstances under which or 
the occasion on which the sentence is spoken. If the 
_ speaker is dining he almost certainly orderssalt, while if he 
is dressed and is going out, he orders a horse. Without this 
knowledge of the speaker’s intention, it will be impossible to 
interpret a sentence wherever a word is ambiguous or has 
more than one sense. Perhaps this speaker's intention may 
be included in the second requisite योग्यता as compatibility 
ofa meaning must always b2 judzed with reference to the 
Particular occasion or the probable intention of the 
speaker. 


6 Although Annambhatta does not mention तात्प्प॑ज्ञान in 
_ this sestion, his reference to it in connection with sar 
in the commentary on the preceding section leaves no 
doubt that he accepts its necessity. His definition of 
तात्पथ, namely तत्पतोतीच्छयोचरितत्वब्‌, is however faulty 
Words which convey a sense are not necessarily 
uttered with an intention to convey that sense. 
fool or an idiot sometimes utbers words which he 
2s not understand but which sre intelligible to others ; 
8 parrot pronounces words which have a me aning in ordinary 
SS NED - - -~-- ----------- 


1B. P, 81. 
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language;and yet there is no intention of the speaker in such 
cases. It may be urged against this that they are not real words: 
at all, although appearing to be so. But what if a Vedic text 


is repeated by a person who understands nothing of it? The 


text is there and you cannot deny it, and yet there can be: 
no बक्त्रतात्पर्य. Again, if a teacher expounds such a text wrong- 
ly the meaning which he intends is at variance with the. 
truth and can never be conveyed by the text. Or suppose 
one reads such a text in abook; there is no speaker here 
and there can be no तत्प्रतीतीच्छयोच रितत्व. It cannot be argued 
that the original intention of the author of the text, viz.. 
God, is to be assumed im such cases; because there are many, 
says Vedanta-Paribhasa, who do not recognize God as the: 
author of the Vedas and yet are able to understand the 
meaning of them. The Paribhasa therefore proposes as & 
better definition तत्पतीतिजननयोग्यत्वे सति तद्न्यप्रतततीच्छया नोचरि- 
तत्वं तात्पर्यम्‌ ‘fitness of the words to express @ particular 
meaning, while there is no utterance with an intention to 
convey a different sense.’ 1 The second clause is added to 
prevent a doubt in examples like सेन्धवमानय where, although 
सेन्धव is fit to express both salt and a horse, the intention is 
always to convey only one meaning and not the other. Even 
in cases where two meanings are intended to be simultane- 
ously expressed, as in दूरतया Wat रम्याः, the definition will 
apply since तत्‌ will comprehend both the senses. 


801. LXII वाक्यम्‌. 


7 A sentence is of two kinds, sacred ( वेदिक) or profane 
( लौकिक ) ; the sacred, being pronounced by God, ts always 
trustworthy, while a profane sentence is trustworthy if pro- 
nounced by a credible person. Any other is untrustworthy. 


1. Having defined शव्द. word, as the fourth proof in general, 
^ the author divides it into two sorts, 
» Zuo kinds of .. divine and profane.) The चेदिक ST#4 is of 
four kinds, शति, स्मरति, इतिहास and geo, of 








1 Ved. Pur. Cale. ed. p. 20. 
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which each preceding is of a higher authority than each 
following. The definition in the text applies only tothe श्रुति 
as other compositions are of human origin. श्रुति or . Vedas 
‘proper are four ऋक्‌, यज्‌, सामन्‌, and आथर्वण, each of which 
is divided into three parts मन्त or संहिता, बाह्मण, and आरण्यक, 
the last including उपनिषद्‌. All these being of divine origin 
are to be implicitly believed. स्यति is an authority only when 
ait is silent or not inconsistent ( विरोधे त्वनपेक्षं स्यादसति ag- 
मानम्‌ ).’ इतिहास and gum are of comparatively slender weight 
and are brought into requisition only when no higher au- 
thority is to ke found. 


2. The two-fold division of a वाक्य into sacred and profane 

: ई is chiefly made for the purpose of imply- 

४) 10 °f ing that the rales laid down in the pre- 

ceding three sections apply to लौकिक वाक्य 

only ; but the unquestioned authority ofthe वेदिक वाक्य is 

not therefcre inconsistent with them, since all the conditions 

-of validity implied by them are taken for granted in the case 
of the Vedas. 


: T. D. here refers to two points which have long served as 
good bones of contention between Mimamsakas and Naiyaytkas. 
The first is whether the Vedas are eternal or are special com- 
positions by God. It must be remembered that there is no 
question here as to the human origin of the Vedas, 
since both the schools, being orthodox, agree in repudiating 
the notion of the Vedas being human creations like any other 
book. The word परुषय which frequently occurs in this 
controversy solely refers to God; while #vi=¢a means 
eternal, having no author at-all. The Mimamsakas claim 
‘eternity for the Vedas on two grounds ; first, no tradi- 
tion is known ascribing the authorship of the V-dax to any 
individual, the several Rsis mentioned as ‘seers of hymns 
: )having only seen the hymns and not composed them. 

On the other hand we know the authorship of all human 
productions, as अष्टादज्ञएराणानां कतौ सत्यवतीखतः . Secondly, the 
Vedas themselves declare their own नित्यत्व in several texts, 
such as ‘ वाचा विरूपनित्यया," * अस्य महतो श्ूतस्य निःश्वसितमेतयदग्बेदो 
यजुवेदः. The Naiyayika meets these arguments by contrary 
Sra pears eee ee oer ee A 


1 Jaimini ~ Mimamsa-Sitras. 1, 3, 3. . 
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texts, such as तस्मात्तेपानात््रयो वेदा अजायन्त, and इदं सर्वमसृजत 
ऋचो यज्ूषिसामानि.' Their strongest weapon however is the 
अनुमान, वेदः पौरुषेयो बाक्यत्वाद्धारतादिवत्‌, or बेदवाक्यरचना वक्तु 
यथार्थवाक्याधक्ञानपूर्वा, वाक्यर चनात्वात्‌, अस्मदादिवाक्यरचनावत्‌. 
The Mimamsakas try to refute this argument by calling 1४. 
सोपाधिक, the उपाधि being स्मर्यमाणकतेकत्व ; that is, they mean 
that the above reasoning is applicable only to those works 
whose authorship is known. The Naiyay.kas answer that 
even the authorship of the Vedas was known since it was 
remembered by Rsis like Golama by the tradition of 
teaching. Besides ifthe Vedas -had been eternal, all the 
words and letters in them would be co-existing, and so there 
would be no order of words ( वर्णानुपूर्वी ) etc., without which 
there can be no आकाङ्क्षा and no ज्ाबव्दबोध. The Vedas there- 
fore must have been produced by some one, and as no 
human origin is possible in the case of works containing 
such transcendental wisdom, they must be the work of God. 
The Vedantin, who is eminently a compromiser, tries to 
reconcile these opposite views, by supposing that the Vedas 
as they exist at present are अनित्य, but they are merely 
copies of similar compositions existing in the previous- 
cycles, the authority for this opinion being the text, Ula 
यथापूत्रमकल्पयत्‌. This in short means that the Vedas are 
eternal as to substance ( अर्थं ), but non-eternal as to form. 
( sragat)." 


3. The question of the eternity of the Vedas is involved 
inthe larger question whether sound is. 

3 eternity of eternal. Sound isaquality of Akasa and 
: is eternal like it, भेरीदण्डसंयोग and other 


accidental causes only serving to reveal it to our ears. Wen s 


always recognize the letter म as the same, and so it cannot: 
vanish away the moment it is pronounced. (The Naiyayinas = 
prove the non-eternity ofsound by अनुमान thus : --ङब्दाऽनित्यः। 
सामान्यवत्वे साति बहिरिन्दरियजन्यलोकिकप्त्यक्षविषयत्वात, लोकिंकपरत्यक्ष- 
विङोष्यत्वाद्वा | घटवत्‌. Gotama gives three reasons for the — 
non-eternity of sound :—1 that it hasa beginning, 2 that itis 
perceived by organ of sense, and 3 that the attributes of a. 
त ई न ४ 


I. Ved. Par, Calc. ed. p. 21.. 
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product are ascribed to it. uy The identification of one गकार 
- with a former one can be accounted for by similarity 
just as we identify one lamp-flame with another that for- 
merly stood in its place. 


Sect. LXUL. राब्दम्‌. 






Verbal knowledge means the knawledge of the meaning of 
a sentence ; its proximate cause is the Word. 


1. Annambhatta winds up the discussion of रखाब्द by the 
declaration that it is the knowledge of 

ee ictal the meaning conveyed by the whole 
knowledge. sentence which is the real verbal know- 
ledge, that is, the फट mentioned above 


asthe fourth kind of apprehension. The special cause of 
this फल is the == or the sentence which conveyed that 
sense. This emphatic declaration seems to be made in 
५ order to repudiate the view of the modern Naiyayikas, that 
‘it is not the पद्‌ but the पदज्ञान that is the real करण of शाब्द 
बोध. Visvanatha who prefers the modern view s8ys 
in 8. ए. 80 -- 
पदज्ञानं तु करणं दवारे तत्र पदार्थधीः | 
। शाब्दबोधः फलं तत्र शाकिधीः सहकारिणी ॥ 
` Hethen goes on in 015 commentary न तु ज्ञायमानं पदं 
करणम्‌, पदाभावेऽपि मौनिश्लोकादौ शाब्दबोधात्‌. If the word 
itself be taken as the करण of शाब्दबोध, how do we under- 
stand a verse written by a dumb man without utter— 
_ inga single word? It is therefore the knowledge of 
the word, whether heard orally or seen in writing, that 
| really produces the शाब्दबोध. ` The distinction is prac- 
_ tically unimportant, although it has great historical signifi- 
। eance, since it marks the stage when, writing having come 
| to take a large place previously occupied by oral tradition. 


4 


1 6.8. IL, 2, 14. 
2 8. ॐ. Cale. ed. p. 78. 
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the absurdity of defining शब्द्‌ in terms of actual utterance 
‘was perceived and the difference between writing and oral 
tradition was abolished. Apparently Annamvhatta’s opinion 
differs from both the above views, since he makes == the 
करण and defines a2 as a वाक्य or पदसमूह and not a पद्‌. But 
this is not 80, because according to Naiyayikas a पदसमूह is 
not different from its components, the several Ts. Perhaps 
by शब्द्‌ Annambhatia may be meaning ङाब्दज्ञान or Wala, just 
as in a former section he interpreted आकाङ्क्षा etc. as आकाङ्‌- 
श्चादिज्ञान ; and if this is the case his view will agree with 
the modern one. At any rate his laxity of expression on 
this point shows that he did not regard the distinction as 
very material. 


2, T.D. here briefly notices the argument of the Vai- 

: : Sesikas, who recognize only two proofs, 
hid ths sa Perception and Inference, viz. that Word 

proof. 5 
is not a distinct proof asitcan be included 

under Inference. The syilogism by which the connection 
¢ संसर्गं ) between a word and its sense is to be known may 
be stated either as T. D. puts it, or as एते पदाथाः परस्परससभ- 
बन्तः | आकाडश्चायोग्यतासात्तेमत्पद्‌स्मारतत्वात्‌ । दण्डन गामानयातपद्‌- 
स्मारितपद्‌ाथवत्‌ ; that is, the पक्ष in the inference may be 
either the पद as T. D. makes it, or the पदाथ as is done in 
the syllogism given here. Either way, the inference is incap- 
able of producing शाब्दबोध, for the knowledge conveyed by 
words is of an altogether distinct kind from that imparted 
by an inference, and besides produces the consciousness, I 
know from words, ’ which differs from ihe consciousness 1 
know by inference. ’ This is not a very satisfactory reply 
since it rests on self-comsciousness which may vary with 
different persons. Udayanicarya gives a more convincing 
refutation of the Vaisesika view :--अनैकान्तः परिच्छेदे संभवे च 
न निर्णयः |' An inference like the above is impossible ; for the 
conclusion of it can only be a certainty ( परिच्छेद्‌ ) or a mere 
possibility (संभव) ; if it is the former, the syllogism involves 
an अनैकान्तिक हेत्वाभास as a certain conclusion is not warranted 
by the premises ; while if thelatter, there isno.ascertainment 
( सिद्धि ) of the साध्य, 8४१ consequently no शाब्दबोध. Hence if ५ 







: 1 Kus. Cowell's ed. III, 13, . 
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-must be recognized as a distinct proof, producing a cognition 
of a peculiar sort. 


3. The description of the four proofs is concluded here, 
and the rest of the passage in T. D. dis- 

Other proofs, cusses two points having reference to the 
whole chapter on ‘proofs.’ The first 

point is whether the four proofs, hitherto described, exhaust 
the number of valid proofs. The variety of opinions on this 
head amongst the different schools is almost perplexing{ The 
total number of proofs thus recognized by one or more schools 
is ten, namely, 1 प्रत्यक्ष ( Perception ), 2 अनुमान ( Inference ), 
3 उपमान (Comparison), 4 शाब्द ( Word ), 5 सर्थापात्ति ( Pre- 
-sumption ), 6 Agreed ( Non-perception ), 7 संभव (Inclusion), 
8 ठेतिद्य (Tradition ), 9 चेष्टा (Sign) and 10 परिशिष ( Eli- 
^ mination ). Of these each of the known philosophical schools 
recognize only a particuler number varying from one to ten, 
Thus, the Carvak«s or Atheists accept only /ercepticn, 
-repudiating the validity of all the rest ; the Vaisesikas, the 
Bauddias and the Jtinas accept two, Perception and Infer- 
-ence ; the 62४05, Yorins, Lawyers, and a section of Vedan- 
tins accept three, the above two with Word; the Naiyayikas 
add 8 fourth, Comparison; the sfimamsakus and some Vedan- 
‘tins accept two more, Presumption and Non-perception ; the 
Pauranikas or Mythologists add further Probability or Inciu- 
sion, and Tradition ; while the ninth, Sign, is recognized by 
Tantrikas only. Elimination also, though only a species of in- 
ference, is regarded as a distinct proof by some Mimiresakas, | 
Annambhatta having accepted the Naryayka doctrine of 
four proofs disposes of the rest by short references. संभव, 
‘@ar and Bet are easily disposed of by including the first 
in अनुमान and the latter two in 34. Non-perception has 
been already discussed under a previous section’ and 
declared to be only an accessory to the percep'ion of 
negation. | 
<4, The severest contest lies round ` अर्थापत्ति, त 
Naiyayikas strenuously try to include it in Inference, while 
-the Mimamsakas’as strenuously maintain that it is an ind2- 
“pendent proof. The stock example of awa is पीनो देवदत्तो 


1 Vide T. 7. on Sect. 43 and Note 8 thereon, p. 228 Supra. 
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दिवा न wel salt ast agi ‘ Devadatta being fat does. 
not eat in daytime ;and so he must be eating at night.” 
Night-eating is thus presumed on the ground of the known 
impossibility of remaining fat without eating, unless of 
course as Nilakanthu suggests, the fatness is due to disease 
or superhuman power. The exceptions of course need not 
be taken into account here. This अर्थापत्ति which is advo- 
cated by Prabhakara Mimamsakas is of two kinds, दृष्टार्थापत्ति 
and श्चुताथौपत्ति. When the knowledge देवदत्तो दिवा न अङ्क on 
which the presumption is based is obtained by actual sight, 
it is the first; when it is got by hearsay from another- 
person itisthe second. Both these kinds of अर्थापत्ति are 
included by Naiyadyikas 17 अदमान. The inference is of the केवल- ` 


व्यतिरेकि kind, देवदत्तो रािभोजनकर्ता, Baraat साति पीनत्वात्‌, . 


यन्नैवं aad यथा राज्रावभोजी यज्ञदत्तः. Presumption is therefore 
not 8 8608786 proof, for all cases of it are accounted for by 
केवलव्यतिरेकि waata. The difference between Nyaya and 
Mimamsa views on this point is only of लाघव and गौरव. The 
Mimamsakas recognize a fifth proof अर्थापत्ति to account for: 
all kinds of presumptions and thereby dispense with the- 


केवलव्यतिरेकि inference, while the Natyayikas accept the — 


latter and repudiate अर्थापत्ति. The dispute between them is: 
therefore reduced to the question which view has लाघव 01 
its side ; that is, whether itis simpler to recognize a new 
proof ora new variety of inference. Apparently the NaiyG- 


yikas have the better of it;}but if we take into account ` | 


the difficulties and absurdities into which the Naiydyikas 
have involved themselves by their recognition of केवल- 
व्यतिरेकि लिङ्ग, we cannot certainly commend them for their- 
apparent ‘ simplicity.’ 


5. The second point noticed by T. D. is of the utmost. 
importance, as it in fact lies at the very 


+ of कण्ण of the whole theory of proofs. [We 


घट, and that our perceptive knowledge is not a mis-appre- 


hension of something that is not घट ? Thatcis, how do we ~ 
| ३ practice distinguisha sat from अम ? We may or We | 
` may not see the reality of घट ; but what test is there to 
prove that we see the reality and not a shadow? A अना 





र see a jar and have the cognition अयं घटः: 
or घटमहं जानामि ; but how do we know that we really see the: ` 
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has been defined as ag तत्प्रकारकं ज्ञानं * knowledge of & 
thing possessing any property as possessed of that pro- 
perty. ’ It is thus comparatively easy to define what SAT 
is ; but how are we to ascertain whether a given piece of 
knowledge is a प्रमा or अपमा ® The necessity of this as 
certainment is obvious, for without it there can be no- 
certainty of knowledge and all human intercourse would be. 
_ impossible. The question therefore how to determine the 
truth of our cognitions becomes a necessary corollary to- 
any theory of knowledge. ‘\ 
resolved into the alternatives whether 


right knowledge is स्वतःव्रमाण. ‘ self-proved ' oF परतःप्रमाण 
“proved by something else.’ Madhavacarya quotes two 


verses which summarize the four principal views on this. 


point :-- 
ग्रमाणत्वापरमाणतरे स्वतः सांख्याः समाधिता | 
a _~ ~ सोगताश्चरमं 
Sarees परतः सोगताश्चरमं स्वतः ॥ 
प्रथमं परतः STE: पामाण्वं वेदवादिनः | 
प्रमाणत्वं स्वतः पराहुः परतश्चाप्रमाणतान्‌ । : 


[+ Of the two things * authoritativeness (प्रामाण्य) and : non- 


authoritativeness ` (अप्रामाण्य), the Samkhyas consider both to 
be self-proved ; the Naiyayikas hold both to be known extern- 
_ ally; the Bauddhas think that ‘ non-authoritativeness is 
- self-proved but the other is proved externally. Lastly, teach- 
ers of the Vedas, ४. e. the Mimamsakas maintain that पामाण्य 
` 15 self-proved but अप्रामाण्य requires external proof.’’ This. 
diversity of opinions about प्रामाण्य may be stated briefly by 
` 8858108 that according to Samkhyas both the truth and falsity 
of a cognition are known intuitively; according to Naiyayikas 
both are proved by independent reasoning and therefore 
_ neither can be presumed until thus proved ; according 0; 
ण्म a cognition is prima facie incorrect and true if 
only proved to be so by special evidence; while the Mimamsa- 
kus regard 8 cognition as presumably correct, but false when — 
actually proved to be so. As we are mainly interesbed in 
determining प्रमात्व only, the contest chiefly lies between: 
the Naiydyika view of परतश्रामाण्य and the Mimamsa doctrine. 
of eqaraoa.| 7, D. first states the Unt —_—_. स्वतःप्रामाण्य.] T. D. first states the Mimamsa view fully 


6. |The question is 


~ 4 Sarp. D. 8 091०. od. 9. 129, 
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asa Jaq, and then refutes it in order to establish the 
सिद्धान्त of NyGya that the truth of knowledge is proved 
externally. 
7. The mara of प्रामाण्य 18 defined, तद्पषामाण्यायाहकयावस्ज्ानया- 
इकसामय्रीय्ाद्यत्वम्‌, ‘ the property of being apprehended by the 
same entire body of the means which produce the knowledge, 
but do not prove its falsity.’ Three conditions are implied in 
this definition, that the truth of knowledge is apprehended 
by the same means which produce the knowledge, that the 
means include every thing that is instrumental in producing 
the knowledge, and that they should not include anything 
that affects the truth of the knowledge. The necessity of the 
two latter qualificationsis shown by T.D. The definition 
speaks of the totality of means in order to include an infer- 
-ence that may be sometimes used to prove Sarva, although 
it may have been previously known by आप्तवाक्य ; and it ex- 
-cludes a contrary cognition इद्‌ ज्ञानमप्रमा which, being दाधकः 
may prevent the apprehension of पामाण्य, provided of course 
this contrary cognition arises with reference to the know- 
ledge itself and not to the subsequent अचुव्यवसाय. Besides, 
‘the Naiyayikas themselves in a way assent to  स्वत्रामाण्य, 
since, as they go so far as to aecept that घट, घटत्व as well as 
‘the सबन्ध of the two, are cognized by Ha=aaaTa, they should 
have no difficulty in accepting the cognizability by the same 
अनुव्यवसाय of the respective knowledge of those things. The 
_Naiytiyka however rejects this last view, viz. that अनुस्यवसाय 
cognizes घट, घटत्व as well as their संबन्ध, and then refutes 
the whole पूर्वपक्ष. The chief objection of the Naiyayika against 
स्वतःधामाण्य is that it leaves no room for the possibility of 
a doubt, which as a matter of fact we often feel, whether 4 
-certain cognition is true or not. If the प्रामाण्य is intuitive and 
is known along with the cognition itself, such a doubt can 
never arise. The validity of any cognition is therefore de- 
termined by a subsequent केवटव्यतिरोफि inference which is bas- 
-ed on the intervening actual experience of the thing. Thus 
first we believe we see water ; then this belief produces इच्छा 
-(for the water), which produces प्राति (towards it). This प्रदात 
is satisfied if the water really exists there, but not if it 18 
simply a mirage. Hence the satisfaction of ward is a proof 


-of the reality of our perception ; that is, the truth of our 


_perception is determined by external evidence. Similarly the 
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truth of words is ascertained by their being यथार्थं i. ९. being 
` 10 harmony with external things. 


 .8. The advocates of परतःप्रामाण्य think that a पमा is pro- 
duced by the presence of some positive गण, which varies with 
the nature of the प्रमा, that is, in perception it is विज्ञेषणवद्ि- 
 शेष्यसोनिकर्ष and so on; while 87 अप्रमा 18 caused by the presence 
of some दोष such: as distance, defective sight etc.’ According 
` tothe other side, no positive खण is required for पमा but 
simple दे.षाभाव is quite sufficient. The chief objection of स्त ` 
 स्ववादी against the Naiyayika view is that if the truth of one. 
cognition is to be determined by an extra inference, the vali-. 
dity of that inference again will have to be ascertained by a 
third inference, and so on ad infinitum. Inthis way there will 
be no certainty of knowledge.” It is unnecessary to enter 
further into this interesting but endless controversy. The 
reason why it was pursued with so much vigour on both 
sides seems to be its important bearing on the question of 
the authority of the Vedas, If ==] was स्वतश्रमाण as the 
| Mimamsakas held, the truth of the Vedas was self-evident,_ 
and they required no external sanction to prove their claim 
_ tounflinching obedience ; while if शाब्द was परतःप्रमाणः the 
Vedas required some external proof of their authority, such 
as the fact of their being composed by Omniscient God. 
The Bauddhas denied the authority of the Vedas altogether, 
while the Naiyayikas made it dependent on God’s author- 
‘ship. This may be one reason why the Naiydyikas and 
_ Vaisesikas were termed by their more orthodox rivals, अध- 
| वैनाशिक or Semi- Buddhists. 


9. T. D. incidentally notices another doctrine of the 
। Prabhakara school of Mim@mnsakas that all knowledge is 
। true (ofcourse so far as it goes ), and consequently the 
distinction between पमा 92१ अपमा is unfounded. If प्रटत्ति- 
 जनकत्व 15 119 test for the reality of knowledge, then the 
 efroneous apprehension of silver on mother-o’pearl also- 
sometimes produces a Sata, and will therefore be पमा while 
_ that wzi@ can be fully accounted for by the recollection of 


° 



















“LB. ए. 130-3. 
4 2 Fora fuller discussion see Sarva. DSBs Cale. ed. pp. 123-32, and 
bo Ved. Par. Oalesed.p, 2h ys.himie 66 7 Sk ; 
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the formerly-seen silver and the percept of the object pre- 
sent. This cannot be, says the Naiyayiku ; because there is 


much लाघव in ascribing प्रठत्तिजनकत्व to the actual प्रमा itself. 
f silver on छक्ति may appear 


The erroneous apprehension 0 
to be true so long as it lasts, but it is not TAT because it is 


not तद्वति ATES FAM. 


Sect. LXIV. अप्रमा. 


is of three kinds, doubt, error and 
false assumption. Doubt is the apprehension of various contrary 
properties in one object, €. ©. Ts it a post or a man 9 Error is 
false knowledge, as silver in @ conch-shell. False assumption 
‘is the deduction of a wider thing by the wrong hypothesis of @ 
narrow one, €. 9. if there be no fire there would be no smoke. 


, Wrong apprehension 


1. Having treated qariara, the author in the present 
Wrong knowledge section enumerates the varieties of अय- 
. © ४ 

्ार्थाचुभव ‘ wrong apprehension’ because to 


understand true ap 
ledge of its opposite misapprehension. अयथा्थालुभव is व 


defined as © the cognition of a thingas possessed-of an attri- 
fact it does not possess. "1 Jt has been well 
h is one, but falsehood is various. Hence 
¢ अयथार्थज्ञान contains no restriction as to 
hension may therefore be first divided ` 


pute which in 
said that trut 
the definition © 
certainty. Misappre 
19४० Certitude ( निश्चय or 

be either conscious or unconscious. 


Certitude again may | 
that is, it may either have been voluntarily and purposely 


assumed ( आहाय ) or it may have been caused by some ad- 


vyentitious ० 


called तफ an it 
i falsity ; the secon 
` प्रणा सराय oF 
1609056 as 8007 as 
dispelied. 


1 Vide Sect. 3 


4 js called विवव or विपर्यास and is invol- 
doubt is always involuntary ( अनाहाय ), Q 
the error is perceived it is af once 





3, and Notes 3, Aand 5 thereon. 
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prehension fully we also require a know-— 





निं a) and In-certitude (3a Wise 


ircumstance called दोष ( अनाहाय ). The first is = 
dis assumed with a full consciousness of its. (£. 
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Thus Misapprehension naturally splits into three kinds : 
Doubt, Error aud False Assumption or 
F (न mis- Hypothesis. Some include तक in विपर्यय 

Poe for the obvious reason that though vol- 
- untarily made on the part of one of the two disputants it 
_ .does not essentially differ from sny other kind of error ; but 
|. Annambhatta gives prominence to it by mentioning it se- 
 parately, because although invalid itself it is often useful in 
argumentation and assists the valid proofs in obtaining 
` right knowledge. Dream, says T. D., is included under 
_ faviz, while the fallacies of inference already mentioned 
_ will also fall under the same head. 
























2. Doubt is defined as “ the knowledge of various con- 
trary properties in one and the same ob- 
` Doubt. ject. ’’ The propriety of each of the three 
oe limitations एकस्मिन area, विरुद्ध and नाना, 
sexplained by T. D. Doubt has three characteristics, 
that the knowledge must be of several properties, 
that they must be irreconcilable with one another, and that 
they must be apprehended in the same thing) The definition 
however is not quite satisfactory, for it contains the word 
_ %9e= which is not very easy todefine. There is no certain | 
test to determine what properties are contrary toone another 
‘and what not. Roughly we may say that those which are 
‘never observed t>7ether as existing in one object are 
_ irrenconcilable. For example, अश्वत्व and मनुष्यत्व are, one might 
say, विरुद्ध because they are never observed together; but 
_ suppose a centaur which is half-man and half-horse isactual- 
ly found on earth, then, they will no longer be विरुद्ध. Besides 
even supposing that they are विरुद्ध properties and that a — 
 eentaur does not really exist, the definition of संशय would 
still apply to the imaginary notion of a centaur which is 
undoubtedly a knowledge of several contrary properties 
 inone thing. This last objection may however be answered 
by saying that a centaur being wholly an imaginary being 
there is no धर्मी on which the contrary properties are to be 
imposed. A better definition is एकस्मिन्‌ धमिणे विरुद्धनानाक्रोटिकं 
ज्ञानम्‌. कोटि is an alternative, and the contrary काऽ are the 
property and its negation. Thus when we have a doubt शब्दो 
नित्यो न का, नित्यत्व is one NS and अन्त्यत्व is the. other; and 





356 Tarka-Samgraha. [ SECT. LXIV. 


the dara is said to be द्विकोरिक. When we have 8 doubt अये 
स्थाणवा पुरुषो वा, it is चतुष्कोटिक ; for there we have four 
possible cases अय स्थाणुः, अयं न स्थाणुः, अयं पुरुषः and अयं न TTF.) 


3. विपर्यय ( Error ) is of course any false notion, and is 
the mis-apprehension proper. त्क Reductio- 
ad absurdum requires some explanation, ) 
The definition of तक in the text is 
rather vague. Literally it signifies the 
imposition of a more extensive thing through the assump- 
tion of the less. The example given is however quite 
misleading. वह्क्यभाव्र is व्याप्य and धूमाभाव is व्यापकः ; therefore 
we assume the existence of taaura and deduce from it by 
means of 4 regular syllogism the existence of धूमाभाव, as in 
the sentence यदि वद्धिं स्यात्तर्हि शमोऽपि न स्यात्‌ which implies. 
that बह्धयभाव necessarily leads to धूमाभाव, This is called 
व्याप्यारोपेण उ्यापकारोपणम्‌, and this according to Annambhatta’s 
definition would be तर्क, But no one can say that the pro- 
position, ` बह्वयनाव necessarily leads to धूमाभावः * is a mis- 
apprehension, since it is perfectly correct and does nothing 
more than express the बह्धिव्याप्यत्व of धम negatively. As 8 
matter of fact the proposition only expresses the व्याक by 
which the conclusion, denominated तक, is arrived at. 
Properly speaking त्क is neither the process of hypothetical 
reasoning in which a false conelusion is deduced from 8 
wrongly assumed hypothesis ( as some have erroneously 
supposed ), nor is it the व्याति on which such conclusion is 
based, as Annambhatta’s illustration has led others to 
believe. Suchs mistake seems to have been committed by 
Roer who translates तक by ‘ discussion, ’ and by Ballantyne 
who translates Annambhatta’s व्यापकारोप : by “ consists in 
establishing the pervader etc.” £ (आरोप is not the act of at 
पण but the conclusion that is आरोपित, namely, अत्र (पवते) धमो 
नात्ति. This conclusion which is called am is false, because it 
is contradicted by our actual perception of smoke on the 
mountain. 

4. The process of arriving at his Reductio ad absurdum con- 
iliiplon is is. SUpcee oS is this. Suppose one observes smoke on the mountain 


Error and argu- 
ment by Reductio 
ad absurdum. 





1 Roer’s Trans. of ए. ए. Bibl. In. ए. 69-70. . 
2 Ballantyne : Lectures on Nyaya Phil. p.52." , 
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and wishes to infer fire from it. He thereupon declares the 
saat and हेतु, पर्वतो afgara धूमात्‌, and then states the अन्वयतव्याति, 
यत्र यत्र धूमः etc. But his adversary may not admit the व्याति to. 
be correct. How is he then to proceed ? He cannot infer 
fire from smoke, unless the invariable concomilance of the 
two things is accepted by the adversary. He therefore resorts 
to the reverse process of reasoning called Reductio ad 
absurdum, in which he grants, for the sake of argument, 
the groundless contention of his adversary, namely, 
that the mountain is not fiery, and deduces from it 
by a regular and correct syllogism, a conclusion ( Moun- 
_tain has no smoke) which is palpably absurd as it is directly 
contradicted by the observed fact of smoke, And the absur- 
dity of this conclusion of course proves the absurdity of the 
hypothesis from which it was deduced, namely,the contention 
of the adversary. In order to'do this he begins by asking पर्वतो 
at@aray न वा. If the former alternative is accepted, then of 
course his conclusion is admitted, and he need not proceed द 
but if the adversary accepts the latter, then he goes on:- यदि 
पर्वतो agar न स्यात्‌ ताईं स धूमवानापि a स्यात्‌. If the adver- 
Sary questions this he is at once asked to produce an in- 
stance where smoke is found in the absence of fire ; but this 
he cannot do since धरम being the काय of वह्धि can never exist 
apart from it. The adversary is therefore forced to accept 
the व्याति, यत्र यर वह्वय भावस्तत्र धूमाभावः. Now his assumption 
28 पर्वतो बह्वच भाववान ; therefore he reasons पर्वतो धूमाभाववान्‌ । 
ब्ह्वयभाववच्वात्‌ | यज यच्च बन्ह्यभावः etc. Thus he gets at the 
conclusion पर्वतो धूमाभाववान्‌ ; but this must be false as it is 
directly opposed to the observed fact पर्वतो धूमवान्‌. The as- 
sumption therefore from which this absurd conclusion is 
derived, namely पर्वतो वदह्धयभाववान्‌, must be false, and its con- 
tradictory पर्वतो वह्विमान्‌ must be true. Here the speaker 
first imposes or assumes the existence of व्याप्य 2. e. वह्धेचभाव 
on the mountain, and from that ( आरोपेण ) deduces the ex- 
istence of व्यापक i. ९. धूमाभाव, both of which impositions be- 
ing false are properly termed amity. The deduced आरोप, 
|  Ramely the absurd conclusion, is called तक. The real sense 
_ of Annambhatta’s definition is thus brcught cut in Nila- 
| kantha’s paraphrase, @aTaATTaAsT आहाथेव्यापकवत्ताभ्रम- 
 स्तकंः, that is, an obviously wrong notion as to the existence 
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derived from 8 similar palpably “wrong 


of व्यापक on the पक्ष 
stence of व्याप्य in the same place. 


assumption of the exi 
om fava in being formed by one 
while it differs from a बाधित अनुमिति 
the establishment of its con- 
tradictory. Ancient Naiydyikas mentioned eleven kinds of 
तर्क8, of which the moderns accept only five, viz. आत्माश्रय 
( Ignoratio Elenchi ), अन्ओन्याश्रय ( Dilemma ), चक्रक ( Circle), 
अनवस्था ( Regressus ad infinitum ) and म्र माणबाधेताथधसङ्ग ( Re- 
ductio ad absurdum ). The example usually given comes 
under the last head, while the first four are only varieties 
of सव्यभिचार and असिद्ध fallacies framed in particular forms. 
The तक or केवलत्यतिरेकि AAA is very useful in proving 
things which canno 
and is particularly in 
Religious commands wh 
be justified only by such spe 
fore says - 
ang धर्मोपदेरां च वेदाखाविरोधिना | 
यस्तरणानुसंधत्ते स धमे वेद नेतरः ॥ ( 14. 9. > 11. 106.). 
In matters of religion which are above and beyond positive 
ak or contrary inference is often the only 


humon experience 
method available to satisfy the inveterate doubter or silence 


8 persistent adversary. Kant bad to assume 4 separate 


faculty of Intuition to account 
knowledge. Naiyayikas solved the difficulty by adopting 


तकं inference. 


5. The तक differs fr 
who knows its falsity, 
in being only subsidiary to 


t be proved by positive inference, 
dispensable in theological discussions. 
ich transcend our limited reason can 
cial arguments ; Manu there- 





gucr. LXV. Sata, 
Remembrance also is of two kinds ; true and false ; the one 
arising from true cognition is true, 
cognition is false. 


1. स्सृति ( Remembrance ) has been already defined in — 


‘ele । Section 34. After treating of the two kinds 
Soca naga of apprehensions, true as well as false, the 
author announces a similar division of 


Remembrance. But the fundamentum divisionis is different in | 


this case. अनुभव is true or false according as it does or does 
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for all such extra-sensuous = | = 


that arising from false — 


4. 
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not correspond to the object as it exists externally; while the 
‘truth or falsity of taf is made to depend entirely on the 
truth or falsity of the अनुभव from which it originates. /A 
remembrance which springs from right apprehension is right 


_ and that which springs from wrong apprehension is wrong. 


_ The reason of this difference of tests for अनुभव and ‘ela 


probably lies in the fact that tafa being a mediate knowledge 


। ` is not directly connected with external objects. Besides 8 


iremembrance is often considerably removed bothintime and 
1266 from the first apprehenston, and consequently the test 
of प्रामाण्य applicable to all first-hand cognitions, namely the 
‘inference based’ on actual verification of the external object, 
is generally not available in the case of स्मृति. When we 


“believe we see water, we can at once verify the truth of.our 
- perception by touching or drinking the water ; but when we 


only remember to have seen water some time back and at a 
-distant place, it is obviously impossible for us to go to the 


~place and verify the truth of our स्खृति. Hence a different 


test of truth is applied ४० स्ति, a test, by the way, recognized 
‘in the case of all mediate cognitions, namely,the correctness 
or incorrectness of the original notions which produce 
them. Thus the validity of an अनुमिति depends on the 


validity of the qrast, while the truth of जञाब्द्बोध de- 


pends on the correct knowledge of the वाक्य. Similarly the 


truth of weft depends upon the truth of the original 


अनुभव. But there is one drawback to this method. Suppose 


“the original अनुभव was true but the impression left by it 


is distorted or partially effaced by lapse of time ; then the 
Temembrance will be obviously mutilated and false, although 
the apprehension itself was right. Or suppose both the ap- 
prehension and the impression were good, but owing to some 


s : accidental cause, such as a want of proper उद्धोधक or the pre- 


Fe 


‘sence of any obstruction or inattention, the remembrance 
does not fully agree with the अभव ; yet it cannot be gar. 
Again dreams are supposed to be स्मरणात्मक and are often 
produced by actual experience of the things perceived ; why 
are then all dreams false ? These objections can be ans- 


-wered by saying that every zaia requires to be verified, if not 


with external objects, at least with true cognitions of those 


external. objects. 
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Scr, LXVI-LXXI. सुखादयो याणाः. 


What is experienced, by all with agreeable feelings ४5: 
Pleasure. we 
What is experienced by all with disagreeable feelings is 
Pain. ; 
Desire 28 yearning. 
Aversion is irritation. 
Action is effort. 
Merit is the product of enjoined actions. 
Demerit is the product af prohabited actions. 
1. Sections 66 to 72 contain short definitions of the next 
seven qualities. The group donsists of three pairs of 
. ¢o-related qualities, ' “namely Baga, इच्छादेष, and धमीधर्म 
and one single quality प्रयत्न. The two qualities ‘which 
form 68९11 8 pair, though co-related, are not contradic- 
tories of each other ; but both are positive qualities of 
opposite kinds. 
2. सख (Pleasure) is defined in the text, as ‘ that which is. 


experienced by all with agreeable feelings’), uty 


Pleasure and ae while दुःख ( Pain) is ‘ that which is ex- 

¢ perienced with disagreeable feelings. 

They are not absolute negations ofeach other; and may often co- 
exist,as whena king enjoys much pleasure together with occa- 
sional grief. The definitions ग सुख and दुःख given in the text 
seem to ke faulty, and are therefore replaced by better ones 
jn the commentary, for, as Nilakantha remarks, मूलं सखादि- 
game न संभवति, परद्रवयोपभागादिजन्यसरसे साधनां द्वषदर्खनादव्यातेरि- 
त्याङङ्कायां सुख्यहभित्यादिषत्यक्षपासि्धं खखत्वादिकमेव लक्षणम्‌. It is 
unphilosophical to label once for all certain external objects 
as सुखकारक and certain others as दुःखजनंक, for the same: 
thing may be pleasurable to one man and painful to another. 
The best criterion in this case is therefore the individual 
experience of each man ( सु ख्यहमित्यदुव्यवसायः). But the: 
question again arises what kind of individual experience 
is pleasurable and wha’ is painful Hence more elaborate 
definitions of सुख and टः are given, like those in N. B. 
खख, says N.B., is इतरेच्छानधीनेच्छाविषय, that is, pleasure is. 


desired for its own sake and not for the purpose of satisfy- ` a 
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ing the desire of some other thing ; or in other words plea- 
‘Sure is the ultimate aim of all our acts and is nots 
means to some other end. Similarly pain is the object of 
-aversion in itself, and not because it causes aversion for 
any other thing. 


3. इच्छा and द्वेष, desire and aversion, are respectively de- 
finei as ‘ wishing ’ and ‘irritation. ’ 

' Desire and aver- 

“ston, 

4. प्रयत्न or effort is not the actual act, but rather the readi- 
ness of the mind coupled with an attempt 
towards performing that act, as when a 
dying person makes an effort to speak, 
‘but cannot do so owing toa failure of his powers. प्रयत्न 
-Or ऊति as it is sometimes called is therfore best rendered by 
-effort, or vclition. 


Effort. 


. 5. wer (merit) and अधर्म (demerit) are the two varieties 

of अदृष्ट ( Destiny ), and imply two posi- 

Merit and Deme- tive things popularly known as पण्य and 

ए पाप respectively. Merit 18 that which 

is produced from acts enjoined by Srutt, while. demerit is 

produced from the doing of prohibited acts. Wor example, 

the Vedic text ज्योतिष्टोमेन स्वगकामो यजेत 18 a विधि, and there- 

fore the performance of a ज्योतिष्टोम sacrifice would produce 

merit; while न कलसं भक्षयेत्‌ being a निषेध, the eating of aa 
fruit would produce demerit. 





Sect. [दद्या and LXXIV. आत्मगुणाः. 


722 eight qualities, cognition etc. are special attributes of 
-goul only 


Cognition, desire and effort. are of two kinds: eternal 


-and non-eternal; eternal belong to God, non-eternal to human 


Suul. 


1. The eight qualities from 3t@ to अधम are the special 


_ tharacteristics of soul’ only, i.e they are subjective as | 





-@pposed ‘to other qualities which have objective or external 
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existence. They are also co-related to one another as cause: 
and effect, and are mentioned in that order. Each of these- 
in fact is the effect of that immediately preceding it and the- 
cause of that next following it. at@ Cognition is ot course the 
foundation of all internal experiences. Of these खख and दुः ` 
are the ultimate objects to be desired or avoided. The 
notions of pleasure and pain respectively produce correspond- 
ing desire ( इच्छा ) or aversion (#9) for their means. This 
desire or aversion givesrise to an € 0{(पयत्न) 4176660 towards. 
obtaining or avoiding those means. Good and bad efforts. 
produce merit and demerit respectively ; while these last 
produce a संस्कार on the mind, which संस्कार becomes, when. 
ripened, the cause of ४ succession of births. 


` 2. fastayuts or special qualities are enumerated in the- 
verse quoted at p. 86 supra. Out of these, eight ५.९. the 
six, intellect, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort, 
and Aarsta or fate including both merit and demerit are 
the special qualities of Soul only. The significance of HT,. 
only, is that these qualities reside in Soul alone and no- 
where else, while the other special qualities are found in. 
other substances. A Taatvam is defined by T. D. in the- 
next section as a quality that resides in one substance only 
at a time and not in two or more substances conjointly, such» 
as number etc. See p. 87, supra. 





Srcr. LXXV. सस्कारः. 


Faculty or Impulse is of three kinds : Velocity, Mental im-- 
pression and Elasticity. 


1. संस्कार or Faculty is almost undefinable, as may be guess- 
Maas ed from the truism given by STD. The: 
reason of it seems to be that its three 
varieties are so incongruous and different. 
in nature that no general definition can be equally applic- — 
able to all. ©The wonder rather is how these irreconcilable- 


things came to be classed under one head. S. C. gives a 
definition अ which is णण ® little better : सामान्यखणात्मविदोष- 
तिमान्‌, ‘that which has & जाति (#eel~ 


रत्व ) which is next below खणत्वाति and which resides 9 | 


















_ that impression which is born of अचुभव 
_ power or force which br 


| found in earthy things suc 
of T. D, have been already explained in their proper places, 
and so need not be noticed here. Of these three varieties. 


भावना alone deserves the name of : 
referred to by that word.The other two are common properties. 


। । of all material things and can be termed संस्कार only by a very 
of the three varieties of संस्कार consists 


ES (feist is plausible, though not 
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both the gen2ral qualities and the special qualities of Soul.” 


The qualities are sharply divided into two classes, general and 


special, but संस्कार is the only quality which is common to 
 poth, since two of its varieties, Vilocity and Elasticity go 
; under general qualities, while the third called मावना or 

mental impression is the special quality of Soul. Another 


and perhaps & still better definition of संस्कार is given by 


- Tarkska-Raksa Tatars: सष्ठुत्पायस्तज्जातीयस्य ST! स्वय 


यस्ताद्िजातीयः संस्कारः स खणो भवेत्‌! ॥ “A property which pro- 
duces an effect from 8 cause of the same kind, although it 


, 18 itself dissimilar. ’’ This means that whenever a quality 


or action in a thing is repeated or produces effects exactly 
similar to itself by some internal force and without external 
agency, the internal force is called संस्कार. 


2, The three varieties of संस्कार are वेग ( Velocity ), भावना 
(Mental impression) and स्थातिस्थापक (Elas- 


` न is of three {0५1 ). (The first is ssid to reside in the 


five corporeal ( मूतं ) substances only,, 
namely, earth, water, light, air and mind; and the reason 
is obvious, for there can be no velocity or motion unless the 


thing has a limited dimension. भावना is simply defined as 


+ and becomes the 
cause of remembrance. स्थितिस्थापक or Elasncily is that 
ings a thing back to its normal 


shape or condition whenever it is distorted. Elasticity is 
h asa mat.) ‘The several remarks 


संस्कार, and is generally 


far-fetched analogy. Ballantyne thinks that the similarity 
in the thing acting 


by itself without an impulse from an external agent. The 
quite convincing. 
संस्कार is therefore an impulse inhering in the very thing 
in which a property reproduces itself. This is at best the 


only characteristic wherein the three varieties agree.) 


1, Tarkika Rakes ए. 48. ` ` 
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Spor, LKXVI--LXXIX, कमेसामान्यसमवायविशोषाः. 


Action consists of motion. That which causes connection 
with the region upwards is Tossing; that which causes connection 
with the region downwards ४5 Dropping; that which causes con- 
nection nearer the body is Pulling or Contraction; that which 
causes connection with a distant place is Rushing or Expansion. 
All else 8 Motion, residing only in the four substances Earth 
eic. and mind. 


“These sections treat of the remaining categories except 
the last. For an explanation of them, see Notes on Sect. प्र. 
to Sect. VIII. pp.81-99 Supra. 


Sect. LXXX_ अभावः. 


Antecedent negation is without a beginning but has an end, 
and exists before the production of an effect. Destruction has 
a beginning but no end, and occurs after the production of 
effect. Absolute negation exis‘'s during three times, ( past 
present and future) and has a counter-entity determined by 
connection ( wilh another), e.g. there is no jar on ground. 
Reciprocal neg ition is that whose. counter-entity is determined 
by relation of identity, e. g. a jar is not a piece of cloth. 


1. अभाव or Negaticn is defined by its very name (arate). 
As the author has already stated its four 
kinds, he now goes on to define each of 
them. ‘ Antecedent negation has an end but no beginning,’ 
while ‘Consequent negation or destruction has a beginning but 
no end.’ The other two zegations have neither beginning nor , 
end. Thus the first two form one group of transient 
negations, the other two a second group of permanent ones. 
Antecsdent and Conseqient negations are "spoken of with 
reference to a काय, the one representing the time before 
production, and the other representing the time after 
destruction. Thus प्रागभाव, काय and ध्वंस may be said to 
represent in order the three divisions of eternal time, past, 
present and future, of which the past ( प्रागभाव ) has no 


Negation. 
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beginning and the future ( ध्वेस ) has no end because time 
itself is eternal. Between these two divisions of eternity 
lies the कार्य which is limited both ways, namely, by creation ' 
at one end and by destruction at the other. But suppose a 
` कार्यं which has once been destroyed is reproduced ; will not 
then its intermediate ध्वंस have been destroyed in its turn by 
the reproduction ? The Naiyayika answers, no; because the 
-second कायं, though production from the same materials, is 
-distinct from the first. That which was destroyed was 
destroyed for ever, while the new production is one which 
never existed before. T. D. mentions three characteristics 
- 2 पागभाव and ध्वस each ; both reside on the intimate or ma- 
terial cause of their प्रतियोगी, ९. g. घटाभाव resides on BATA ; 
they are respectively the cause and effect of their प्रतियोगी ; 
and they are respectively the reasons why people say of a 
-thing that ‘ it will be, ’ or that ‘ it is destroyed.’ 


2. Alsolute negation is that which is eternal and has ॐ 
प्रतियोगी determined by some connection 
Absolute negation. ( with another thing ), while reciprocal 
negation has a प्रतियोगी that is determined ` 
by the relation of identity of two things. ' The qualification 
` काक ( शूतभविष्यद्र्तमानदात्तिरित्य्थः ४. V.) distinguishes अत्य 
-न्ताभाव from प्रागभाव and ध्वंस, while संसर्गावच्छिन्लप्रतियोगिकत्व 
distinguishes it from अन्योन्याभाव. The name अत्यन्ताभाव may 
“be explained by the derivation अन्तमवधिमतिक्रान्तो नित्योऽमाव 
: इति sat: | अत्त एवायामात्यन्तिकसरेकालिक इत्यभिधीयते. 


संसर्ग is the connection by which one thing may reside on 
another. Thus 8 , घट resides on its अधिकरण the भूतल by 

` संयोगसंबन्ध, while गन्ध resides in earth by संमवायसंबन्ध, each of 
which is called wet. Now ifa jarstands on any spot of 
ground we say घटवद्धतटम्‌, by which of course we mean सयाम 

` संबन्धेन-घटवत्‌, and hence even in such a case we are free to 
say that समवायसंबन्धेन wae घटो नास्ति. The jar stands on the 
_spot by संयोगसंबन्ध, but not by समवायसंबन्ध ; so that although 
Was is घटवत्‌ by संयोग it is घटाभाववत्‌ by समवाय. Here घट is the 

` ्रतियोगी of waeite घटाभाव, not by संयोग but by समवाय ; or 
more briefly the परतियोभित्ता of घट is समवायावच्छिन्न. Similarly 
-although earth possesses odour by समवाय, ` the मन्ध may be 
-said to be संयोगावच््छिन्नत्वेन seat 0  पथिवीनिष्ठमन्धात्यन्ताभाव. 
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Whenever therefore an अत्यन्ताभाव of a thing is spoken of, .it 
is always understood that the absolute negation is predicated 
of the अधिकरण by some particular way, Hence अत्यन्ताभाव 18 . 
defined as संसर्गांबाच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकः. 
3. अन्योन्याभाव is distinguishable from अत्यन्ताभाव in having 
to depend on a different kind of संबन्ध, In 
91 the former a thing is प्रतियोगी of an अभाव 
residing in another by तादात्म्यसंबन्ध, and 
not by संयोग or समवाय as is the case with अत्यन्ताभाव. In 
simple language, when we speak of absolute negation we 
deny any ccnnection between the प्राततियोगी on the one hand: 
and the अनुयोगी, that is, the आधेकरण, on the other ; 170 reci- 
procal negation we deny only the identity of the two. When 
we say Wace घटो न, we only convey that they are not identi- 
cal ; but when we say भूतले घटो नास्ति, we mean something 
more ; weconvey that not only wae and घट are non-identical; ` 
but that they are not even connected together. अत्यन्ताभाव 
is the denial of a #at-between two things ; अन्योन्याभाव 15 ` 
the denial of their तादात्म्य, Thusif wesay स्तम्भः पिङहाचो न, 
we deny the identity of the ghost and the post; if we say 
स्तम्भे पिशाचा न we deny the existence of the ghost on the - 
post. The nature of the अभाव is therefore determined by 
the form of the denial although the idea conveyed may be 
the same, पटे घटत्वे नात्ति and घटः पटो a both mean the 
same thing: but one is an अत्यन्ताभाव while the other 18 - 
an अन्योन्याभाव . 
4. 8. 0, divides अत्यन्ताभाव into two sorts, एकपर्या तधर्मावाच्छिक्- 
प्रतियोगिताकः * that whose प्रतियोगी is a pro- 
perty residing in one substance as घटत्वा - 
भाव, ‘ and अनेकपर्याप्तधर्मावाच्छिन्नधतियोगिताकः 
that whose wfaarft is & property jointly residing in many 
things as द्वित्वाभाव. ’ But this is not the only division possi-- 
ble, for, as T. D. remarks, both अत्यन्ताभाव and अन्योन्याभाव 
will have as many kinds as ४० संसर्ग and the तादात्म्य of the- 
श्रतियोमी will be various, although the प्रतियोगी itself 79018108 - 
` the same. ; 
5. The sentence in T. D., explaining the multiplicity of." 
absolute‘and reciprocal negations, is even. 
wane. 245 as corrected very obscure if not positively | 


Divisions of abso- 
lute negation. 
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tence will be intellgible if we take आरोप्य to mean WH or 
property. It will then mean ‘that अत्यन्ताभाव and अन्योन्याभाव, 

though having one प्रतियोगी, are manifold owing to the varie-- 
ty ( मे दरत्‌ ) of the properties (आरोप्य) and connections ( संसग ) 

that are respectively प्रतियोगितावच्छेदक in each case; that is, 

the number of अन्यो ° depends on the variety of प्रति ०-वच्छे०- 

धर्म, and that of wero on the variety of प्रति ०-वच्छे०-सेसग. 

Nilakantha interprets the sentence in the same way. The- 
remark appears to have been copied from 8 passage in 

Raghunatha Siromani’s Didhiti, which, being more explicit, 

may be profitably compared with it. Raghunttha says एक- 

प्रतियोभिकयोरप्यत्यन्ताभावान्योन्याभावयोः प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकधर्म-प्रति- 

योगितावच्छेदकसंसर्भ-भदाद्रहुत्वम्‌ | तत्र भरति -संसर्गभेदादत्यन्ताभावबह- 

aa | भ्रति ०--धर्मभेदादन्योन्याभावबहूत्वभिपि योजना. ›  & 11108178 

tion will make all this clear. The अत्यन्ताभाव of केवल देवदत्त 18 

distinct from that of qvetafare देवदत्त, because the प्रतियोभिताव- 

च्छेदकः in one is केवल्देवदत्तसंसर्म and in the other zuetalare- 

देवदत्तसंसर्म. In अन्योन्याभाव there is no संसर्म and therefore the- 
तादात्म्य is considered with respect to properties (धर्म) residing 

0 प्रतियोगी. Thus the अन्योन्याभाव of श्वेत घट is different from 

that of नील चट, because the प्रतियोगितावच्छेद्क 18 नीटत्व in one- 
‘and श्वेतत्व in the other case. 


6. In conclusion T. D. notices some of the different views . 


propounded in connection with अभाव. The Varsesikas recog- 


nize a fifth अभाव called सामयिकाभाव ‘ temporary absence ‘in 
such cases as इह WAS घटो नासति. The घटाभाव exists on भूतल 80 - 


`  100& as घट is absent, and vanishes as soon 88 itis brought 


there ; it is not therefore 3e1fwe and so differs from अत्यन्ता 

भाव, Annambhatta includes it in अत्यन्तानाव, for as a matter of 
fact चटाभाव resides permanently on 4ae while its occasional : 
disappearance may be explained by its being covered by घट ` 
whenever the latter is present. A rule is therefore laid down. 


that the अत्यन्ताभाव of घट, though नित्य, is manifested only 


when it is‘accompanied by either- the पागभाव or प्ध्वेस of” 


 घटसयोग on wae. 


7. A writet named Saundudopadhyaya introduced 6 new 
kind of अभाव 08110 व्याकरुणधमोवाच्छच्ाभाव in such examples. 
as पटत्वेन घटो नास्त, that is, चट does not exist on अतल in. 

|b "Bhimsoarya';,Nyaya- Kos’a, 2nd ed. p, 45, note 2 
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the form of Gzalthough it may exist there as घट; but: 
Annambhatia along with the majority of Nya&ya writers con- 
-siders it at the most a case of केवलान्वाये अलमान and not a 
simple अभाव. As a matter of fact this variety of अभाव is 
recognized for dialectical purposes only and is of little use 
in practical life. 


8. Opposed to the Nusyaikus were the / Yyabhakara school 

५ of Mima@msukas (followers of Prabha- 

20 be wher kara or Guru), who refused to. recognize 
systematists. अभाव as a separate category existing 
< apart from its आधिकरण. According to them 
and genrally according. to all the. Mimamsakas and Vedan- 
fins अभाव is only अधिकरणकेवल्यमाच्रम्‌, ‘simple substratum 
_and nothing more’ T. D. rejects this view on the 
_ground that it is impossible to determine. what अधिकरणकेवल्य 
is. Butif, saysthe Mimamsaka, अभाव is a saparate cate- . 
_gory, there will be अनवस्था, for as घट (भाव is different from 
"चट, the अभाव of घटाभाव will differ from it, and so the num- 
ber of अभावऽ will be infinite. To remove this objection, the. 
-ancient Naiyayikas regarded the second अभाव i.e, घटाभावा- 
भाव as identical with घट. The moderns however go one step 
further and regard the second अभाव as distinct from both घट 
and घटाभावः; but the अभाव of that, namely the third अभाव, 
was identified with the first घटाभाव, the reason being that 
an अभाव being 8 negation can be identical with an अभाव only 
-and never with a भाववस्तु like घट. Annambhatta appears to 
favour the ancient view. : 


Secr. LXXXI. उपस्रहारः. 


As all things are included severaily in those enumérated, it is 
_proved that there are only seven categortes. 


1. The author concludes his Compendium of Seven Cat 
9८ ५ gories by showing that all the other 
enor dog lt padiirthas mentioned by Gotama as well as 
-haustive. other writers are included in some one. of 
the seven enumerated at the beginning of ` 
this book, @otama’s first aphorism which is quoted by T. D. 
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contains a list of sixteen padadrihas recognized by the Naiya-. 


yvkas proper, namely, परमाण ( Proof), Taz ( Object of know- 


ledge ), #ara ( Doubt ), धरपोजन ( Motive ), दृष्टान्त (Instance ), | 


सिद्धान्त ( Conclusion:), saa (Premise), तक ( Reductio ad Ab- 


surdum ), [नणय ( Determination), वाद्‌ (Disquisition), जल्प | 


(Controversy ), वितण्डा ( Cavil), हंत्वाभास (Fallacy ), छट 
(Perversion), जाति (Self-contradiction), and faygeata (Refuta- 


tion ). †{. D. then briefly explains each of these and its sub- 
. divisions. All these are not properly speaking categories but 
only so many topics that require to be attended to ina dis-- 


putation with an antagonist. Gutama’s 16 topics which are 


meant for dialectical purposes are therefore in no way ir-- 


reconcilable with the seven Categories of Kanada which are 
metaphysical. There are however some other things recog- 


- nized as separate padG@rthas by other systematists, but they 


also fall under the seven mentioned in thisbook. For in- 
stance, sith (Power ) and स्वत्व (Ownership), says T. D., are not 
independent categories as some have supposed. The power of 
burning which resides in fire is noc different from fire, while 


. the power of ashes to cleanse: metals is also not distinct from 
. the washing away of those ashes, after they have purified the 


metal. स्वत्व or ownership is only the capability of a thing for 
being disposed of just as one pleases, and is therefore nothing 
but a quality of the thing. até2a ( Resemblance ) has also 
been supposed by some to be a distinct padartha; but Vis- 
vanatha answers? साटदयमपि A पदाथान्तरं किं J aaa सति 
तद्रतभरूयोधर्मवत्चम्‌. यथा चन्द्रभिन्नत्वे सति चन्द्रगताल्हादकत्वादमच्वं खे 
चन्द्रसादृ्यम्‌ । ` 


2. The last paragraph of T. D. begins with a curious dis- 

i Ns quisition on the meaning of the Potential 

Sera isaninjun- form, यजेत, Beata etc., which is usually em- 
ployed in Vedie injunctions, but it is ra- 

ther difficult to see how the topic is relevant in a book on 
Nyaya, unless of course it is intended to show that the Nyaya 
system, although differing considerably from the exegetical 
school of Mimamsakas, is not really inconsistent with the 
unqu estioned authority of the Vedas and hasits own method 


of interpreting Vedic texts. कोधे, according to Gatama, is 





2 
त 


18. M. Cale. ed. p, 4. © 
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a त्रिधायकवाक्य, ‘a text which enjoins some act upon men.’ ! 
Vedic texts are either (ata ( Injunction ), aware ( Statement 
-ofafact) or अङुवाद्‌ ( Repetition ), of which विधि is the 
principal and the other two only subsidiary to it, Injunction 
18 of two kinds, नियोग (Command ) such as अश्चिहोत्रं जहु- 
यात्‌ स्वर्भकामः, or अनुज्ञा (Permission ) such as ज्योतिष्टोमेन स्वग- 
- कामो यजत, the difference between the two being that the first 
-enjoins a नित्यकर्म which entails sin if omitted, while the 
-gecond prescribes only 8 काम्यकर्म which may or may not be 
performed. Annambhatta’s definition of ra is “a sentence 
which conveys knowledge that prompts a desire for action 
-which in its turn produces effort.” The second of the above 
stexts for instance prompts यजमान to perform a ज्योतिष्टोम, 
and then he makes preparations for the ceremony. But one 
-might ask how can ज्योतिष्टोम be the cause of the attainment 
of heaven to the यजमान since a cause must be फलायोगन्यव - 
च्छिन्न, ‘ immediately preceding the effect,’ while in this.case 
the end of the sacrifice and its फल, wiz. the attainment of 
heaven (which can take place only after the death of यजमान), 
may be separated by considerable lapse of time ? To remove 
sthis difficulty and establish a connection between the cause 
_sqr@era and the we et, a व्यापार is assumed in the interval, 
called अपूर्व, ; 

3. Although the Nuiy@yika accepts the efficacy of Vedic 
rites as befits every orthodox systematist, 

० ४०- = € does not depend upon them exelusive- 
ly. The attainment of heaven by means 

of the Vedic rites is not according to him the true goal of 
man. The end and aim of philosophy, says T. D., such as 
the knowledge of the seven pzdartha3, is Salvation, which 
eonsists in recognizing the self as distinct from body and 
other material things. This 18 laid down in the celebrated 
text, “‘Oh Maitreyi, the Self should be perceived, heard, 
‘considered and contemplated upon. ’’* Gulama defines 
fearqa or अपवग as आत्यन्तिकी दुःखनिदात्ते ‘ eternal cessation of 
pain, while Kanada declares that Ata or salvation. consists 
‘in the separation of the soul from the former body, not fol- 
lowed by its union with another owing to” the absence o¢ 





ee 1G.S. IL, 1, 62. as 
2. आत्मा वा AY द्रष्टव्यः श्रोतव्यो मन्तव्यो निदिष्यारुतव्ो BG । 9१११.47. "1 9.५.5. 
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अदृष्ट." ! According to both, salvation consists not in any 
kind of positive pleasure as the Mim@msakas think, but in 
the complete and eternal cessation of all pain. This can 
be attained by right knowledge alone, as is distinctly said 
in the Sruti, तमेव विदित्वातिमत्युमति नान्यः पन्था वियतेयनाय.' कम, 
:ॐ. €. the Vedic rite, does not directly lead to salvation as 
the Mimamsakas suppose; but it only prepares the ground 
for the attainment of knowledge by destroying sins and 
purifying the soul. When this knowledge is digested by 
constant contemplation, it ripens and leads to कैवल्य. This 
‘process is described in Gotama’s second aphorism, दुःखजन्म- 
-अटात्तिदोषमिथ्याज्ञानानाञत्तरोत्तरापाये तदनन्तरापायादषवर्भः. > Of the 
five things, pain, birth, effort, faults and erroneons know- 
ledge, the destruction of the subsequent leads to the destruc- 
tion of the immediately preceding, and so ultimately the 
salvation follows. The destruction of मिथ्याज्ञान causes the 
removal of various 21s such as राग, देष etc. When these 
are removed ¢ffort also ceases, for no desire is left to induce 
sata. Cessation of atm necessarily stops जन्ममरणयपरम्परा ; 
for प्राति having: ceased, no action is done and no अदृष्ट which 
is the cause of जन्म is produced. When the series of births 
ends, it is necessarily followed by the cessation of pain, for 
then the soul is for ever freed from the body which is the 
seat of pain. Finally complete cessation of pain brings on 
salvation, which is the ultimate goal of all true philosophy. 
The proper way to attain salvation is therefore to attack 
the very beginning, namely, मिथ्याज्ञान which lies at the 
root of all our misery. This मिथ्याज्ञान consists in‘ the er- 
roneous identification of the soul with our body and with 


material objects. Cognitions such as अहं खखी, अहं दुःखी are 


all products of such wrong identification. It is the: purpose 
of true Sastra therefore to destroy this मिथ्याज्ञान by impart- 


ing सत्यज्ञान. This true knowledge 18 the correct knowledge 


-of the seven categories, for it is only by knowing these ac- 
curately that one can discriminate them from the eternal 
and transcendental Soul. To give a right knowledge of 
padarthas is therefore the प्रयजिन of this Sastra. The 





1. ` Vigvanatha:V. 8. Vritti II, 18. 
2, Svetas‘vatara Up. VI.15. ` 
3,. & 8.1, 1, ४. 
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necessity for inculcating this प्रयोजन arises from our com- 
mon experience as expressed in the maxim प्रयोजनमलिद्य न 
मन्दोऽपि परवर्तते which is as true in the case of acquisition of 
knowledge as in other walks of life. All systems of Indian 
philosophy open with an’ enunciation of अचबन्धचतुष्टय, the- 
four requisites of every Sastra, and पयाजन or purpose, which 
is one of them,is invariably stated to be the await, the 
knowledge of reality, leading to salvation. Ancient Hindu 
- philosophers may fight with one another on. almost every 
point, but in one respect they agree among themselves and’ 
differ from the votaries of other religions, viz. in holding 
that it is knowledge of truth and not blind faith in a revela- 
tion or a Saviour that is the road to salvation. Even the reli- 
_ gion of Bhakti which spread through and permeated popular : 
thought in India in later times under Mahomedan 
influence was based on the solid principle of तचरवक्ञान. The 
doctrine of ज्ञानारमोक्चः isin fact the corner-stone of all the 
philosophical systems of India. 








Appendix A. 
Meaning ५ Avacchedaka. 


ee 


Nothing is more difficult for a beginner than to under- 
stand the exact sense of the term Avacchedaka and its 
varieties which occur so frequently in Nyaya writings. The 
following Note on the meaning of the word appended to 
Cowell’s translation of Udayanacarya’s Kusumanjali will 
therefore be found useful :-- 

“The term Avacchedaka has at least three meanings, 
as distinguishing, particularizing and determining. 


a. In the phrase ‘a blue lotus,’ ‘ blue’ is the distinguish- 
ing Avacchedaka (i. €. Visesana) of the lotus ;—it dis- 
tinguishes it from others of different colours. 


6. Inthe sentence ‘the bird sits on the tree on the 
branch ' ( £3 stnatat Tat ), sakhayam‘particularises the exact 
sspot—this is the ekadesavacchedaka. 


c. But the third is the usual Naiya@yika use of the word 
4,e.as determining ( niyamaka), Wherever we find a re- 
lation which is not itself included in any one of the seven 
categories but is common to several, we require something 
to determine its different varieties ; thus if we say that fire 
is the cause of smoke, or vice 280 smoke the effect -of fire, 
we do not mean only this particular case but any fire or 
smoke ; we therefore require, to determine this particular 
relation of causality, something which shall be always 
found present with it. Thus in‘ fire is the cause of smoke ” 
it will be vahnitvz, the species of all fires. This will always 
be found present wherever the causation of smoke is found, 
and it is therefore called the dhuma-kdranatavacchedtka 
as dhimitva would be the vahnikaryatavacchedaka. If we 
have several causes or effects ( as e. 9. green wood in the 
case of smoke), each karanata or karyata will require its own 
avachhedaka. But-we could not say that ‘substance’ is 
the avacchedaka of ‘quality, although it does always 
accompany it, because quality is 8 category by itself and 
common to several. An auvucchedak1 is always required 
for such relations as kGranata , karyata, sakyala, jneyala, 
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pratiyogiia, etc. Thus gofva is the avacchedaka of the 
go-sabda-sakyata as otherwise the word go might be restrict- 
ed to mean only this particular cow, or extended to include 


a 


évery animal ; and in Teuwraat प्रतियोगी ate:, we have vahni- 
tva as the avacchedaka of the pratiyogita. This determining 
notion need not be always @ species ; this in कार्यस्य जनक 
श्चेष्टावान्‌, chest@ is the avacchedaka of kadranata, and chesta 
is included in the category of ‘ action. ’ ( Cowell : Kusuman- 
jali ot Udayanicarya, p. 26 ). 


—_———— 


Appendix B. 


The following lists of all the known commentaries on 
Annambhatta’s Tarka-Satgraha and Tarka-Diprka are com- 
piled from Aufecht’s Calalogus Catalogorum, Bhimacarya’s. 
Nydya-kosa, Hall’s Bibliographical Index of Indian Philoso- 
phical Systems and other sources. Letters in brackets 
indicate the copies consulted, for which see Appendix C. 


1. Commentaries on तकसं ग्रह. 


१ तर्कसंग्रहदीपिका or तककदीपिका by the author of T.S, himself, 
printed at various places. 
२ म्यायबोधिनी by गोवध॑नागिश्र, printed by N. 8. Press at. 
Bombay. Sie 
` ३ सिद्धान्तचन्द्रोदय by आरृप्णधृजेटिदीक्षित, printed at Benares. 
Rs by चन्द्रजासिंह, printed by N. 8. Press at Bombay. 
< त्कसं्हतच्चपकाङा by नीलकण्ठ ; this is perhaps teed". 
& निरुक्ति 07 पडाभिरामटिष्पणी by पदराभिराम or माधवपदाभिराम, 
printed in 1915 at Madras ( W. ) 
७ तर्कसंग्हवावयार्थतिसक्ति or elt printed in 1915 at Madras. 
(W. ) 
८ तर्कसंय्रहचन्दरिका by खङन्दभद गाडगीक, printed by N.S. Press: 
at Bombay. 
९ तर्कसेरहव्याख्या or वावयद्त्ति by Heat गोडवाले, printed in 
1915 at Madras ( W. ) 
Qo तकंसंयहटीका by अनन्तनारायण, 
22 तर्कफक्छिका by क्षमाकल्याण. 
१२ न्यायार्थलघ्बोधिनी by गोवर्धनरङ्गाचार्य. 
१३ तकसंग्रहर्टका by गोरीकान्त. 
१४ निरुक्ति by जगन्ञाथञाखन्‌, | 
१५ न्यायबोधिनी by Tatar, 
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१६३त. सं. टीका by रामनाथ. 
तकंसेग्रहतरङ्गिणी by विन्ध्येश्वरीप्रसाद,. 

१८ त, सं. टीका by दिभ्वनाथ. 

१९ तकंचन्द्रिका or प्रभा by वेयनाथ Asatte. 

२० त. सं. टीका by हमान, son of व्यास. 

RQ त. सं. व्याख्या by छरारि. 

२२ तक॑संयरहोपन्यास ; author unknown. 

२३ तर्कसंग्रहटीका; author not known. 

२४ THATS; ditto. 

२५९ न्यायचन्द्रिका; ditto. 


IT. Commentaries on तकदीपिका. 


१ तक॑संग्रहदीपिकाप्रकाङा ०८ नीलकण्टपरकाशिका by Alexus, 
‘author of तच्चिन्तामणिदीधितिरीका. This is again commented 
on by रामभद्रमदु. It is printed at Bombay, Benares and 
Madras. 

2 रामरुद्रीयम्‌ by रामरुद्रभदु, printed at Madras ( W). 

३ चसिहपरकाशेका oor चसिंहीय by राय ate printed at 
Madras ( W ). 

2 पद्ाभिरामप्रकारिका ends abruptly at वायु, printed at Madras 
(Ww). 

५ भास्करोदुया, a commentary on नीलकण्ठी by लक्ष्मीच॒सिह, son 
of नीटकण्ठट, printed by प. 8. Press at Bombay. ( R ) 

६ abuteet by श्चमाकल्याण, pupil of नजिनलाभस्रि who wrote 
his commentary on both T. 8. and T. D. in 1772 A. D. 

© सूरतकल्पतरु by श्रीनिवास. 

< टीका by गङ्गगधरभदु. 

९ टीका by जगदीङाभटु. 

१० तच्ार्थदीपिका by बाधलवेङ्कटखरु. 


-~---- 


Appendix @. 


The present edition of the Tarka-Samgraha and its two com 
mentaries is based on the following copies. Of these fourteen 
twelve are printed or lithographed editions, and the-rest were 
Mss. Out of these, twelve give the text of Sasagraha, eleven of 
the Dipika and eight of the Nydya-Bodhini. Ia some cases 
the same copy gives both the original and either’ of the 
two commentaries, while’ the one marked.C contains all the 
three. These have been marked as one. The} following 
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conspectus will give an idea of the varied character of the 
editions and Mss. consulted :— 
Tarka-Samgrahe. 


A—Tarka-Samgraha with Digka ( 3rd ed. ), carefully edited 
by the late Mr. K. P. Parab and printed at the Nirnaya- 
sagar Press, Bombay. 

B—The text of Sagraha alone, printed in Ballantyne’s 
Lectures on Nyadya Philosophy ( Allahabad 1849 ). 

@—A lithograph edition of Sazngraha, Dipika and Nyaya- 
bodhini, with different paging for each and belonging to 
the Jeypur library. It is very carelessly printed. A 
portion of the Satngraha from the 28th to the 3186 
section inclusive, as well as the concluding paragraph 
of the Dipika and the portion of Nyaya-bodhini after 
ङाब्दपरिच्छेद are missing. However it generally gives 
correct readings and proved useful in disputed places. 
It was obtained from the late Pundit Durga-Prasad of 
Jeypur. 


D—An oblong edition of Samgraha with the commentary 
Siddhanta-Candrodaya by Srikrsna Dhiirjati Diksita 
printed at Benares in 1881. It is carefully edited 
and proved a useful guide, chiefly owing to the com- 
mentary which is copious, though not always accurate. 


E—An oblong edition of Samgraha with the commentary 
Vakya-Vrtti of Meru Sastri printed at Poona in 1873. 
Its value consists entirely in the commentary. 

F—An annotated edition of Samgraha and Dipikaby Mr. 
K. ©. Mehendale ए, A. This, although professing to be 
based on two or three Mss.. does not materially differ 
from the Nirnaya Sagar edition. A second edition of 
this has been published in 1908 with the addition of a 
new Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Bhavinishankar 
Shastri. 

G—A Ms. containing the Savngraha and the Dipika obtained 
from the library of Baroda Sanskrit Pathasala. It 
gives important variants in several places, especially 
in the Dipikad, which are not to be. found. in other 
copies, It closely agrees with J, and seems to have 
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been copied either from it or from some common origi- 
nal. It bears no date. 


H—Ms. containing Sa‘ngraha only obtained from Ratnagiri. 
Tt was copied at Benares in Samvat i820. It varies 
pretty often from the usual text, but the readings are 
not generally happy. 


J—A Ms. of Samngraha and Dipika belonging to Dr. H. 
Jacobi of Bonn, Germany. It is undoubtedly the 
oldest and also the best authority. It is very clearly 
written and contains many marginal corrections in at 
least two hands. The Sa‘zgraha and the Dipika are paged 
differently and have different colophons. The colophon 
at the end of the Dipika is inserted in our edition (p. 
67 supra); while that of the Sazgraha runs thus :- इति 
श्रीतकसेगरहाभिधानो न्यः समापिमगमत्‌ | सांबशिवो जयतु । श्रीरस्तु । 
सवत्‌ १५७० वे का्तिकड्छङ्ृषष्टयां छिखितोऽयं न्थः | DAA |! 
Tt arrived after the work of collation of the 1st edition was 
completed, but just in time to allow its varietas lectionis 
being incoroporated in the footnotes. Fortunately except 
in one or two instances no alterations were needed, as the: 
readings already selected were found to agree with those 
in J. In several cases many doubtful readings and con- 
jectural emendations of mine were unexpectedly con- 
firmed by this Ms., a fact which is perhaps the best 
proof of the correctness of the readings adopted. My 
hearty thanks are due to Dr. Jacobi for lending his 
copy for use, and also to Mr. B. G. Tilak of Poona who 
procured it for me. 

K—This is an old closely written Ms. containing the Sam- 
graha and the Nyaya-Bodhini and obtained from Miraj. 
It possesses great value and has been mainly relied 
upon for the text of the Nyaya-Bodhini. 

Tarka-Dipika 
Besides A, @, F, G, and J already described, three print- 
ed andtwo Ms. copies of the Dipika were available, 
namely :- 
L—An ‘old and badly written Ms. of Dip*a obtained from 
the Library of the late Balasastri Agase of Ratnagiri. 
Ti seems to have been copied at Benares in Samvat 1790 
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_ by one Visvanatha Joshi, son of Gopal. It is written in 
several hands and is often incorrect. 

M-A fine and very carefully written Ms. of Dipika obtain- 
ed from Barhanpur. It often differed from other copies, 
and although its variants had sometimes to be rejected 
it was useful for comparison. 


N--An oblong edition of Dipika with the well-known com- 
mentary of Nilakantha, printed at Benares in 1875. It 
contains several additions which were not found in any 
other copy and which had therefore to be rejected. 
Nilakantha’s commentary however proved a valuable 
aid in judging the correctness of a reading, inasmuch 
asitgenerally gives the best reading and sometimes 
notices other variants 


P:—An oblong edition of Dipika only, printed at Jagadis- 
vara Press, Bombay. It generally agrees with A and was 
not of much use 

Q:—An edition of Samgraha, Nilakantha's Prakiéa and a 
commentary thereon named Bhdskarodaya by Nila- 
kantha’s son Laksmi-nrsimha, edited by Pandit Mu- 
kunda Jha and printed by Nirnayasagar Press, Bombay. 


Nydya-Bodhini, 
Besides @ and K already described, four printed, and 
two Ms. copies of Nyaya-Bodhini. were consulted, viz:— 


R:--A Ms. of Nya@ya-Bodhini only, written carelessly and 
often incorrectly. It was kindly lent by the late Mr. 
N. B. Godbole, B.A. of the Poona Training College. 
It was copied on the 13th of Asadha, Vadya, Sanvat 
1907, and generally agrees with @. 

S:—A lithograph edition of Nydya-Bodhini printed at 
Benares in 1875. The editor seems to have made no 
attempt at collation. It contains many sentences and 
even long passages extending to a page or more which 
are not found in any of the other Mss. consulted by 
me, These additions appear to be interpolations, con- 

sisting of explanatory paraphrases of the original short 
sentences, which are sometimes retained and sometimes 
omitted. 
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“T:—This appears to be a reprint, and 8 very incorrect one 
too, of the last preceding, printed at Benares in 1881. 

U:--An edition of Satngraha and Nydya-Bodhini with an- 
notations called Padakrtya, printed by Nirnaya-Sagar 
Press, Bombay. 

V:—A Ms. of Nydya Bodhint kindly lent by Pandit Bad- 
rindatha Sastrin of Baroda. It generally agrees with B, 
R and @, and was useful for ascertaining the correct 
reading whenever the other copies differed hopelessly 
It sometimes gives its own variants. It ends at सामान्य 
and bears no date. 

W:—An edition of Sazzgraha and nine Commentaries edited 
and published by Pandit Chandraégekhara Sastrigal of 
Mylapore, published in 1919 at Madras. 

X, Y and Z:—These three Mss. were kindly lent to me by 
Pandit Balacharya Gajendragadkar of Satara to whom 
Iam highly obliged for the loan. One of these, X, 
containing the 8070101८ bears the date Sake 1720. The 
other two, Y and Z, contain the text of the Dipika. They 
mostly agree with Gand Jand are chiefly valuable for 
having been corrected under the superintendence of the 
late learned Anantacarya Gajendragadkar. 

Most of the Mss. and editions of Satgyraha and Dipika 
mentioned above belong to Northern India or the 
Deccan. As Annambhatta was 8 resident of Carnatic, Mss. 
from that quarter would have proved very valuable guides, 
‘put W, which is an elaborate edition of 87147270 8110 Com- 
mentaries by a learned Pandit of South India, has largely 
supplied the desideratum. The copies already consulted 
belong to different ages and distant provinces, and 
hence the text of Annambhatta’s two works may for all 
practical purposes be taken as settled. It is to be regretted 
-that the same cannot be said of the Nyaya-Bodhini. Only 
_a few copies of this work were available, and they varied 
-among themselves 80 much and sometimes 89 hopelessly, 
that it was often impossible to ascertain the correct 
reading. Sentences .and even whole passages are read 
-differently in different Mss, and the work of collation was 
most difficult in several places. The defects can be cured 
-only wheti more trustworthy Mss. are available. 
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